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The results of iBpleaenti^c^^uVei^assisted 
instruction (CAI) in two religion courses afed a logic course at 
California State College, Bakefsfield, are examined along vitfc 
student responses,. The tain purpose of the CAI project was to teach 
interpretive skills, the most positive results case in the logic 
course, the programs in the New TeStfament did not receive adequate 
testing, and the programs €n an introduction to religion were not I 
typical examples of the prograas fox which the project was designed! 
♦Programs were prepared in the EXBASIC language, and in 1976., with the 
Installation of a new PDP-11 minicomputer, they were converted to 
BASIC -P10S and tested with students. The so-called syncftic problem 
was taught both by lecture and CAI in the new testament course* 
Programs in the introduction to religion course concerned Hinduism: 
one asked students a variety. of questions about the caste sjstea in . 
India, while the other dealt with the four .traditional stages 'in a 
■ an 9 * ideal life in Hinduism The prograas' in introductcry religion • 
were evaluated by unsolicited coaaents froi students, student 
evaluations and coaaents solicited iy a questionnaire, and student 
perfoimanqe on the final examination. In evaluating the logic course, 
which taugfit the concept of generalization, it was found that aany 
students were repeating the exercises several tiaes until they felt 
that they knew the aaterial thoroughly* It is concluded that the 
computer is a valuable teaching tool in the humanities, and that its 
applications can be t extendeji.' Descriptions of the prograas and 
statistical analysis, of student evaluations are appended. (SB) 
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USING THE COMPUT&f TO TEACH METHODS 



AND INTERPRETATIVE SKILLS' IN THE HUMANITIES: 

. .: •* - ... 

4' - IMPLEMENTING A.. PROJECT. ^ 
"» Bruce William Jones : 



In 1975 the Chancellor's Office of the CalifornH^State University 
and Colleges system allocated money for three faculty members at California 
State College, Bakersfield, to prepare programs for compu^-assisted 
instruction (CAJ): Jacquelyn Ann Kegley in logic; Richard t. Stockton -* 
in English literature; and myself in religious studies. ^Programs- were 

— • « 

• prepared in the EXBASIC language, and in 1976, with "the installation of 

a new P6P-11 mini-computer on campus, they were converted to BASIC-PLUS 

4 , • • 

and tested with students. r * 

Beciuse of unforeseen delays in implementing the programs in English 
literature, they have not yet been tested with students. The present 
paper will describe the' results and responses of students to the, programs 
1ti logic and religious studies. It will be divided into three parts, 
reperting results in (1) Religious Studies 302, New Testament, (2) 
Religious Studies 101, Introduction to Religion, and (3) Philosophy 102, 
Logic.. Implementation in Religious Studies 301, Old Testament, will come 
later. . 



f 



. • I.- New Testament I 

At this "Stage, the results in ft S 302 are the most disappointing^ 

our three courses, although I believe that potentially the CAI programs 

, - • \» ■ 

for this course are the most*creative. > 



. The problems with this course" arose largely because it was the first 
of the threes It helped to pave the way for~the other two, but its .own 
casualties were h.igh. R S.3Q2 was scheduled for winter quarter' 1976. 
We originally anticipated th&*-»ur new mini-computerwould be operating - • 
smoothly by January 1. Then the 1 installation schedule was revised, further 
complicated by s6me equipment delays and technical difficulties before the 

, - . 

system reached its present leyel of smooth operation. Now, the mini- 
computer, with its effi'cfept, fast, quiet cathode-ray tube terminals, 

is a wonderful improvement over our. previous system. • 

. ■ , ■» 

'* 

The most frustrating part of the delay was the unexpected problems . 
, associated with. moving the programs from the large CSUC computer to our 
t own mini-computer. Eight different CAI exercises had been prepared for' 
the course by summer 1975-, each taking an estimated' 15 minutes for a student 
to complete. By the end of the course, only two (SYNOP series. See 
appendix 1.) of the eight were in usable s ftorm,'and they were ready long 
after>the '.'pedagogical moment" when they should have been used in the- 
course. Thus, they received on^ly^a partial, inadequate test. The six 
TIM programs could not be used in the. class at all because' of .the delay. 

• • • * 

First, let me offer" a word of explanation about those delays. The 
programs had to be rewritten in a new language! ''Much of each program was ' 



J 



\ 

•workable jn its old form, and; much of 'the needed translation could be 



r 

of the 

done quickly and smoothly. However, the New Testament programs we're 
sophistiteted and complex. Some of the more sophisticated aspects presented 
Sophisticated translation problems, The Computer Center staff, particularly 
J Robert Otto and £lelvin Buritein, were very helpful and accommodating, so 
that eventually the programs were usable. However, for a time it appeared 
that each solution would present two new problems. 

A major handicap was the limited memory capacity allocated to any 
one program by the jriini -computer. All of my programs were too long for 
the mini-computer and they had to be divided ("chained"), so that one old 
program became three or four programs in the new. system. (To the user. a 
group of several chained pfograms acted as a. single unit, and for convenience 
1n this paper will be. treated as a single program.") In simpler .programs, 
the(process of subdividing and creating "chains" could be completed fairly 
quickly, but it involved -considerable frustration for these programs. In 
the future, now that we know the limitations of our equipment, our new ^ • 
programs can be planned accordingly from the beginning. Fortunately, the 
programs for our other project courses did hotrprfesent these problems. 

f * < 

<( ^||Cause of the delay in*the availability of the programs, my plans 
for the course had to be changed. I had intended to teach the so-called 
"synoptic problem" almost. exclusively with the CAI programs. I decided, ^ 
. for the sake of the students, that I could not delay the topic until the 
programs were ready. Therefore, I lectured about the synoptic problem. * 
Because the topic is complex and confusing, I devoted considerable- class 
time to it. That meant that when the SYNOP programs were available, the 
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students were already. familiar with their subject matter, and tbe programs 
never gb^t the test they deserved. * ^ " 

However, in spite of these changes, the programs made a significant 
contribution to student learning. In a survey conducted at the end of the 
quarter,, 75? of the respondents said "Before I did the SYNOP programs, I . 
thought {hat I did understand the so-ca fled 'synoptic problem 1 fairly 
well." 252 said they did not. However, 67$ of the studenjts whfo completed 
one or both programs -said "After doing the SVTIPP programs, I think I 
understand the»'synoptic problem' a. little better" or "much better than 
before." Only 33% noted no significant change. A large majority then 
benefitted considerably from the use atf the programs, even though they * 

9 r • 

thought they already understood the. material — and had, in fact, understood 
it as well as they could if CAI had not -been available to them. 



) ^ II. Introduction to Religion 

.)■■■■ : . ' v 

Computer programs were used in spring quarter in two sections of 
Logic aniWn-one section of R S 101, Introduction to Religion. 

* w 

The CAI programs in R S 101 were the least innovative onts of the 
whole project. They were frankly intended, to teach infor mation,, wh ereas 
the main thrust of our project-was directed toward creating open-ended, 
programs that helped students come to one of -several^possible conclusions . 
and to defend the conclusion against various objections, Aey were in- 
tended to help students make careful observations ,and to make complex 

decisions about their observation*. The programs. for R S 101 taught * 

.s - ^ ' 
. traditional -material ifa which there wa's only one right answer for most 

«**'.„ 

-questions, 1n contras^ to our intent' in the, other programs of dealing 
with topics ^or which there might be several "right answers."': 7 

In spite of these limitations, the .results .were encouraging, and . 

\ • " t * ' 

, student response was enthusiastic. • • 



Three programs were used irT the course.- .TRY was simply a typing 
^exercise tp accustom students to the computer terminal.. It asked simple 

questions andgave some humorous responses iri the* hope that student^y/ouT?*^ 
„ -enjoy^the experience^ The program .was written ^o deal with 'the jifitial 
• fear we found among many students- at their first contact with a computer 
'terminal. • " : 



rart, of the -course Introduces-students to the Jerspectlye of eastern 
religions. In that connection, my other two programs presented two aspects 



of Hinduism. The first, CASTE, asked students a variety of questions 
% about the caste system in, India., The other, STAGES, dealt with the-four 
.traditional stages 1n a man',s "ideal" life in Hinduism. The four stages 
constitute a kind of religious model for the' good life. Both programs 
reinforced what the student already knew from reading, provided new 
information wheft needed, and corrected" any misinformation the student 
might have. There was also some drill in the technical terminology used*' 
to describe the castes and the stages.. In these two programs, students 
could answer-many of. the questions with either an English term or a 
technical Sanskrit term.. If the student knew only the English-language 
answer, 'then he or she was gtyen the term in Sanskrit. STAGES has an 
optional drill in the Sanskrit terminology, available at the choice of 
the student. 

The programs in Religious, Studies 101 can be evaluated by three 
different kinds of student response: (1) unsolicited comments from • 
students, (2) student evaluations and comments solicited by a questionnaire 
and (3} student performance on the final examination. 



V 



All of the unsolicited comments from students in R S 101 came from' , 
diaries which all students were required to keep. The diaries are handed' 
in weekly; there is no*requirem*nt about their content. They may be -as 
short or as long as^the writers wish. Some students comment on weekly 
•readings-or events 1n class. Others describe personal events or individual 
ideas-.. They are ungraded. ro r . 

Nine students chose to cotr/nent 1n some way (6ne of them twice)' about 
the computer exercises. The writers are not a random sample of the class, 
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of course, but their comments may be more significant because they were-* 
spontaneous and unsolicited. AlLwere fairly* positive. They are given 
here, in order of appearance: 1 \ • ' < 

"I really^did enjoy the compter exercises. It was really neat 

working -with the computer terminals. I was able to gain some knowledge * 

• * 
- from the exercises conterning Hiaduism." 

• « 

"I just hope that" computers are .used for things like *his and stop 

putting people out of work. . * 

"I also liked the computer test." . . 1 

• ^(This comment is ^revealing in the way it reflects a common student 

pendency to regard questions -a* "tests" which affect their grades.* The 
V • . . , .* ' * • , 

computer programs were introduced as aids to learning rather than as 

tests. In fact, the instructor never knew what answers were 'given. \ 

"Oh -i» those computer programs are so neat. I did TRY on Friday, 

* - - •.' * • 

and CASTE yesterday. Those computers are a lot. of fun — and personally 

they help me a lot. They hetp emphasize what you think is important — 

and it's a>fun way to learn — and it helps me remember longer... 

Terrific idea." v 

/ ■■)■ 

"I really enjoyed working with the computer. It wai a'change in 
learning* besides learning how to operate the teletype and computer,* *• 
I learned more about the caste system. More classes should use the 
computer as a part of' the learning process. It makes learning that much 
.more enjoyable." f 



"With our irritiation'ttf the computer I see some real value^to its 
(their) use. Especially wtteh incorporated- into the entire quarkfc; 
It wiJl offer a" routtne-breakNmd when directly related to -the classroom 
study be. very beneficial . K ' 



^ "I've' really been enjoying the computer exercises. I^wfsh we had 

» ^ 

more. They're fun!" * 

' i 

"The computer programs are going to be very interesting. I think 
. it will be a good experience for most of us. 'Probably the closest any', 
of us Will get to a computer is eupocket calculator." 

v "I di d^tAGES this morning} and CASTE for the 3rd time', I wisn more 
of my classes^used interesting teaching aids like that. It really helps." 

"I felt that the. computer programs helped me in learning the Hindu ■ 
caste system and the stages of life. The. first run througfrboth was 
hard, but tjje second time, I^und that I had remembered th> answers. 
TRY was fun/ It was v a new experience for me to have a computer talk back 



to me." 




The theme of ftin, interesting /'or enjoyment appears frequently, . t 
For this group jpf students, at least, even if the CAI exercises had not, 
taught some information about Hinduism, "they would- have ipade an important 
contribution to education by.making.it more pleasant. 

. Additional comments came anonymously from a few students at the .end 
of tH quarter. In each of our CSCB classes students- are required to fill .. 



out a standardized Studerrt Qpinionnaire of Courses anfl Instruction (SOCI). 

Jhefe is* space/or written comnents, although few use it. In this ( 

< " < 

Instance, when askfcd tp suggest changes in the instructor's approach 
1n the* course, .one student wrote, "more of the computerized work, 1 ' and 
anotjjer said "Use more computer programs,/" None of the written comnents 
had any negative evaluation of the computer exercises, except that one 
student wrote "On the computer exercises it was not always, clear whether 
to* answer in Sanskrit or English, but on some questions I had never heard . 
of the Sanskrit scTI learned -it frcm the computer," The only other 
reference to the computer in the written comments came from -a student 

explained why he or she had not completed the exercises; "I thought * 
that the programs were taken out of the computer," w * 

A comment from a former studenf Who saw the computer exercises should 
also be added here to conclude this section:. "Ididn't know a computer 
could be so much fun, I£,,would have madl^ it a lot' easier to learn if we 
had had that when I * took the course," 

A multiple choice evaluation questionnaire was administered neaj/ the 
end of the quarter in R S 101. Thirty students completed the survey;* Not?, 
all of the resppndentS had completed all of tj^ programs at the time of 
the. survey (in spite^of due dates and reminders\L However, to my surprise, 
many students used the programs repeatedly. Ever! the simple TRY exercise * 
was ysed from four fo six times b$ four students^ x^ur students used CASTE 
three or: four times and eleven used it twice. Exactly 5055, then, used it 
more than ohce. Even though there are a limited number of' response-options 
1n each program, studertts were apparently not bored by multiple use, I 



venture to guess that a textbook would not be re-read soften. Students 
probably liked the positive reinforcement jii the programs when right 
answers were giveA, but'also the computer provided unlimited opportunities 
for the student to repeat something- until it was mastered. * . • . 

Interestingly, al^of the students who did even one computer exercise 
judged them to\be "very helpful" (12 students) or "fairly helpful" (17 • 
students) "as an aid to lea"rning." No one considered them '"not too. helpful 
or "not helpful at all." '* * " L 

' Eleven students (411, of those who /replied to that'^tem) said, "After 
doing the CASTE^program, f think I understand the caste system a little 
better than before" and another eleven (4U) said "much better than before. 
Fivei students noted no major change, apparently having already understood 
'it well from their reading* None said they understood- it less well after 
doing the program. * . 

F^wer students completed STAGES, but the response was slightly more 
enthusiastic, proportionately. (For a more detailed statistical 'analysis 
of the survey results, see Appendix 2*) * r 

The final examination included a question 'in Which students had to 
write on .one of ^four topics, two of yhlch dealt with material from the 

computer exercises. The four topics were: 

j 

A. The Four Noble Truths Qf Buddhism ' • 

B. The Hindu caste, syst§m % 

C. 'The "stages of life" of Hinduism r . 

D. The role of the grids in Hinduism 

Eafth had been dealt wtth.briefly 'in reading, assignments; of the four, the, 
Buddhist noble truths had received the most'extensive t^atmfint in .reading- 
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The chief difference in the handling of the four subjects was that the \ 
first and fourth were 'covered in detail in class lectures but not* by CAI. 



) 



• The second and third subjects were covered' by the CAI • programs , but' hot ■ 

• • • , . . 

in class~ lectures. I chose the four topics deliberately in order to see & 
v * * whether the students were more likely to "choose the CAI alternatives and 
to see whether they would give better answers to' the CAI questions. 



,1 was the* only evaluator of the quality of] the answersV so the scores 



n 



• of students may have been influenced by my own (expectations 'and biases. - 

• The student grades .^therefore, are not necessarily- a reliable indicator 

o.f the success of the CArprograms. As a matter fif fact,, there was- only 

. a slight difference between the grades of,the CAI group .(2.66 GPA)%nd 

. * A' 
the non-CAJ group (2.74). The- grade distortion in^fff non-CAI group 

• was very irregular because most of those who described\he four noble 

- truths did so very well and the two students who described the Hih^u gods 

'wrote poor answers for some reason. ' 

4f Two more objective criteria distinguish the groups of students who 
answered the four alternatives. First, the choices *they ma3e indicated 
the topic. on which each "of them believed he o(t>^§*He"*cSMild perform best. 
The^four questiops were chosen by 10,. 11, 6 and 2 (students, respectively. 
In ot^st; words, 1^ but of 29 (5&r6%) thought -- 1n th6ir own self-evaluation ■ 
that they knew most about one" of the^GAJ- taught topics. 

/' 

Another objective. measure of the answers is their relative emplofltent 
°^g ei 9n technical terminology. . EactfCf the four questions could be 
answered without using foreign terms, but several technical terms in Sanskrit 
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(or Pali) wou\cl have been lapproprtate for each answer. Jhe four Hindu stages 
of life or- the four castes could be named in English or .Sanskrit. The noble ' 

• • • 

truths' have Pali terms associated with them. Foreign names were particularly 
appropriate 1rt the fourth question; a good answer should name specific gods 
and -there are no recognised English equivalents for 'their proper names. 

i 

S » 

Before the exam,- 1 judged that- there was nearty equal exposure to 
foreign* terms between the CAI topics and the non-CAI topics, with pe*Aaps 
a slight advantage i* favor of the non-CAI subjects*. The Pali terms us3d 
1n connection with the Buddhist noble truths. were mentioned in both reading' 
and lecture, and were written on the blackboard during lecture. The Sanskrit 
terms for the stages of life and the castes did not appear in the assigned 
reading, but were used in the CAI programs. Names of three gods and one 

• * ■ ' 

term for them collectively, trimurthl * were used in the reading; Those 



same names, plus the names of several other gods and goddesses were used 
1n lecture, writtep on the blackboard, and repeated later 1n class during 
visual presentations (slides and pictures). 

* t 

• - t i 

i * * *, 

The foreign terms were used much more by the students who wrote on the 
two CAI topics. The frequencies may be' represented in table form, as follows: 



• 


. Four noble 
truths 


Caste 


Stages 


Gods 


Nor foreign terms 


6 (60%) 


2 (18%) 


5 (83%) 


M50%) 


. i i 


1 (10%) 


3 (27%) 


1 (17%) 


0 


2 


2 (20%) 


2 (18%) 


yo 


1 (50%) 


* 3 


149%} 


1 (9%) 


% 

0 


0 . 


4 or more 




3 (27%) 


0 


0 
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Combining the two CAI, questions together and the two non-CAI questions 



No foreign terms 
1 



2 



4 or more 



CAI 


Non-£AI 


7 (41%) 


7.(58%) 


4 (-24%) 


1 (8$) 


2 (12%) 


3 (25%) 


1 (6%) M 


1 (8%) ^ 


3 (18%) 


' 0 




\ 



V 
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Thus, 59% of those who answered one of the CAI questions used at least 
one foreign term' whereas only 42% of the non-CAI group did so. 
Unfortunately the sample is far too small for any dogmatic conclusions, 
but there is some suggestion, at least, that CAI aided in the recall of 
technical details. % 

<\ These results may be more significant because the students were 
not asked specifically for foreign terms. Those. wkich were used were 
given spontaneously. 
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' III. Logic 

/ , Of #the three sources, the most positive results; came 1n Philosophy 
«10£ Logics That is particularly encouraging to, jne, since this was the „ 
course in which the CAI programs written specifically under the terms and 
purposes of the grant received the most thorough evaiuatjfcn. The pybgram 
in New Testament did not receive adequate testing, as noted above, and 

the programs in Introduction to Religion were not typical examples of the 

* / 
programs for which the project was designed. 

- • • • ■ - . • f 

Two sections of Logic were taught by Jacquelyn Ann Kegley during 
sprfhg quarter; She used her RED programs which had been prepared earlier 
Tor use in this course. At the end of the course, she administered an 
evaluation questionnaire to both sections, and 46 students responded. 

Out of tfie 46, 19 (41%) found the computer exercises to be M very 
helpful" "as an aid to learning. ^ Twenty (43%) said they were "fairly 
helj>ful." Seven jstudents (15%) said they were "not toff helpful"(4) or 
w nat Itflpful at all "(3). ' Thirty-three (72%) said that "learning to 
dea,l wjth a computer was a very valuable experience," Another 10 (22%) 
said it was "fairly valuable." 

Again, we found that many students (41%) were repeating the exercises 
several times until they felt that they knew the material thoroughly. Ten 
students used them twice and nine used them from three to five times. 

Students at CSCB are required to take either Logic or Mathematical 
Inference as part of their^'basic subjects" before- graduation. Because 



Logic 1s required, njany students" begin it with negative feelings. The 
course has areputatiori for be1n> difficult, ^nd 1t is difficult for most 
of 'them. In these two sections <38 of the respondents (83%) founcTthe 
textbook to be ,f too^jff1cult ,! j[^0) or "somewhat diff1cult"(28). 

Against "this background the aid of the computer was particularly 
valuable. The Concept of generalization was the subject of 'the RED 
programs, and 33 students (72%^ said that^they ;jJW not understand the 
logical concepts Involved before doing the' computer exercises. Thirty- 
two (70%) of the group, regardless of their answers to the<^pfcevious' 
m question, said they understood generalization and the logic*! assessment 
of- generalizations better than before. K S1nce logic is so difficult for 
so many students, this additional help provided by the computer was 
significant. We have no numerical assessment, but the comments of, 
students convinced us that the* pleasurable aspects of using CAI had 

4 

a positive effect x>n student attitudes toward the Whole course and to 
the subject. * 

In summary, even though *fl of our programs have fcpt yet beery' 
tested with students,. we have seen enough evidence to make us think 
that the computer a valuable teaching tool 1n the humanities and 
Its applications , cm be extencjbd with great profit. » 



Appendices 



.Description -of Programs * ' 

RED series - logic *. 

TIM series - New Testament 

SYNOP series - New Testament 

CASTE and STAGES - Introduction to„Religion 



Statistical analysis of student evaluations 



.4 



'a 



18 



* -17- 



Description of Programs 



£ ' RED SERJLES / . 1 * 

\ . by Jacquelyn Ann Kegley ' • 

The RED programs are designed for students in lower-jdivisio* logic 
courses. They deal with the nature of jgeaeralization. , The objective, of 
RED1 , is t0 tea< $ s^dent what a generalization statement is *nd, also # , 

to enable h±ta 6t her to distinguish generalization statements from data 
statements or specific statements. This ts done through a series of * «■ 
examples in which the stua^nts are 4 asked to identify the two kinds Of 

* statements* s ' , „ ♦ 1 

RED2 introduces three kinds of generalization statements : universal, 
functional, and statistical-.* It teaches the notion that generalizations 
are statements which permit no' exceptions. Secondly, RED2 acquaints the 

* student with the concept "of sample and its relationship to a generalization ' 
. as supporting evidence/ The second Jiilf of RED2 introduces the three basic 

criteria by which good generalizations may be judged: number, variety and 
breadth relative to tflfc sample. It asks the student to lise these criteria 

* to evaluate some generalizations relative to the samples on which they ar«- 
based. The program ends with a review of £he types of generalizations and 

- the three criteria. ^ 

RED3 reviews ith* process of judging* generalizations relative to a sample ^ 
and then takes the student through the process of judging two reports of the 
results , of empirical studies which include evidence, generalizations, and 4 
definitions on populations * studied. The student is led t$ see the kinds of 
# . questions that neec^to be raised to the diffe^sj kinds of materials offered 
in this report. 

RED4 t&ckles again the process of analyzing a complex paragraph which 
this. time involves art evaluative judgment concerning a speaker's advocation 
of the use of marijuana and ^mescaline* ,The paragraph includes also , the evidence 
or reasons for the judgment. The student is led through a step^by-step critical 
analysis of)the passage and then\ is guided through sl process of rewriting the 
. paragraph £n a way which 'strengthens the evidence and thus also strengthen^ , 
) the evalugtfye judgment. Programs , vary in length, but most students can complete 
all four units in two to three hours. Time of, execution will vary from student 
to student because of optional review's and additional examples which will not 
/ be given to students who do not need them. 
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TIM SERIES. 

by Bruce William Jones 



The TIM programs deal with the authorship of the NeV Testament pastoral 
epistles, I Timothy, II Timothy, and Titus. Traditionally, these are attributed 

.to Paul, but the majority of modern scholars regard them as having been written 
much later than his time.. It has been my previous experience that students 
either accept or reject that majority consensus on the basis of their individual 
preconceptions, but that it is difficult for them to become involved. in the 

_academic 'Retails upon which a conclusion ou£ht to be based^ 

. TDtt introduces the student to the fact that niany scholars consider 
someone other than Paul tx> be the author of the three epiistles, and it asks 
whether the student would consider such p&eudonymity to be fprgery. The 
present state of the student's acquaintance with th^ problem is tested, and v 
'then there is a brief survey of the exterpal evidence, specifically that the 
earliest Qhristian writers do not quote these three documents, which raises 
the possibility that they were not. written until a later period. 

The heart of the argument begins* in TIM2, which deals with the style 
aid vocabulary of the letters. The program mentions rvarious differences 
.between these letters and other letters attributed to Paul; the student is 
asked to assess the significance of the differences andvto explain them. 
The usual scholarly explanation of the difference* is t&tt Paul is not the 
author; students are asked to take a tentative position 'for or against that 
explanation and to defend themselves. * Other possible explanations of the 
differences are offered. - 

TIM3 asks the student to consider various historical differences between 
the pastoral epistles and other Pauline letters. In a number of ways the 
Church appears to have become ltore organized, rore institutionalized, by ttie 
^ time of) the pastoral epistles than it tfas in Paul's day. £JM4 continues with 
historical differences and mentions some alleged theological and religious * 
differences. Whether the student thinks that Paul did or. did not write the ' 
pastorals, he or she is asked to defend thart judgmeitt against a hypothetical 
opponent. • 

tIM. REV is an optional review of all the different' kinds of evidence 
that .have been considered. The student is asked to give a long summary of the 
evidence. 'Then any items which the student omit^s are called to his .or her 
attention. The student is asked tD give examples to support general statements. 
Whether the student concludes that Paul is or is not the author, the computer 
presents objections 'tQ the student's point of view and invites reply. 

Each segment in the series may *be completed in approximatelyitten to twenty 
minutes. 
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-SYNOP SERIES '\ I 

by Bruce William Jones • « ' 

' * - x 

The synoptic gospels, Matthew^ Mark and Luke", have very close similarities , 
in wording and ^n-the^ofder of events. .A scholarly consensus has emerged that 
Mark was the- first gospel and that the authors of Matthew and Luke ase*d it as 
a source. In most introductory New Testament courses, students and instructors 
'are content to accept that ^nsensus unexamined, The SYNOP programs push beyond 
that acceptance to inspect We evidence and to help students evaluate the conclusion 
for themselves." They 'use the example 6f the three accounts in Matthew, Mark and 
Luke of» the. baptism of Jesus. Other- examples may be added later to make the SYNOP* 
series more detailed. * • 

( . the SYNOP programs, are more sophisticated, in my opinion, than the TIM 
series because the student is asked to make a more .complicated series of judgments. 
First, the, student must notice precisely whit the verbal* agreements and differences 
are. Then he or. she must decide if the differences are sufficiently close to argue 
for literary dependence. Lastly, the student must decide which of tfie three came 
first, if there is in fact dependence Such a judgment depends upon ,a careful 
consideration of the differences as well as the- similarities. > 

The first SYNOP program helps students to notice what the similarities are', 
and notes a few differences.. It asks the student to .make a lorfg statement 
about the similarities he Of she sees. Then, the program has a\dialogue baled 
On that long' statement, giving hints 'that point to' observations the student 
has missed and raising supplementary questions to make the observations more 
precise. - 
' • • " • i 

In SYNOP^ the student is asked to list each "instance in^ which two of the 
gospels agree but differ from a third.' If he or she does not' notice it without 
help, the computer points out that in* these passages Matthew and Luke never 
agree against Mark. However, Luke shares common elements with Mark, and also 
Matthew shares common elements with Mark, These agreements may be depicted , 
graphically in a little table at th/student's option. On the basis of these 
agreements the student fs asked which of the three is jnoat 4ikely to be the ■ * 
source for the other two 1 and ^is Asked to justify hisor her answer. 

The student may choose to «^d the program thefejh: he or she can ask * 
for an explanation of/why most scholars judge Mark tWLe first. That explanation 
proceeds with questions to thf student at each step. 



CASTE ' 
By Bruce William Jones 

* * 

Students are asked a series of questions about the caste 'system 
v 1n India, about the difference* between "varna" and "jati," about the 
functions of the. castes in Indian society, and about their ^inter- 
relationship as a social '"body." If gtudents identify the'caStes with 
English names, they are praised for their correct answers, but are also 
given the Sanskrit names. The student is asked his or her personal 

[on about* the caste system and whether he or she would like* to be a 
part of 1t. 



STAGES; 

By Bruce William Jones 



'ideal 



Students are asked questions about th^ ashramadharmas— the fourM 
stages of life—in Hinduism. Some introductory reading about 
the Mpjlu religion is presupposed, but students can complete the program 
1 with no prior background. Students may answer questions with English 
^terminology or witn a minimum af Sanskrit technical terms. 

They are asked to name- the stages 'and to describe them in their ' 
own words. 

* •* * 

The program has an optional reyiew of the English terms ahd then 
of the Sanskrit terms for the four stages. 

It takes a student approximately fifteen Minutes to complete the 
program, depending upon the student's speed and accuracy. 

\ ' 
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Appendix II. Statistical 'Analysis of Student Evaluations 

v "X 

J 

A. Survey Results 



At the end of spring quarter, 1976, -a survey was' taken of 
students- In Religious Studies 101, Introduction to Religion, at 
Cal State, BakersfleTd, concerning thetr use of CAI, their pre- 
ferences among- different learning techniques, the difficulty of 
the course, and their response to an experiment of using senior 
religious studies majors as discussion leaders. (Half the class 
were aligned to groups without leaders.) Thirty students answered 
the survey questions. 



An analysis of their answers follows, with the warning that 
any conclusions are tentative since the sample was so small 
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Religious Studies 



Spring 1976 
Bruce W. Jones 



EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 



1. Approximately how "many times have you used the TRY program? 

, < six times * - 1 

* five times . =1 

" four times. ' = 2 

three. times i 3 



3.3%) 
. 3.3%) 
f 6\7%* 
(10,0%> 



twice 

once 

never 



= 12 (40.0%) 
= 5 (16.7%) 
* 6 (20.0%) 



2. Approximately how many times have you used CASTE? 



four times' 
three times 
twi ce 



( 6.7%) 
{ i7%) 



= 2 
= 2 

- 11 (36.7%) 



once 
never 



= 12 (40.0%) 
- 3 (10.0%) 



3. How many times STAGES? 



four times 
three times 
twice 



■ 1 ( 3.3%)' once 
h 1 ( 3.3%) never 
- 4 (13.3%) 



* 8 (26.7%) 
= 16 (53.3%) 



4. (Total use of all programs, calculated) 



nine or more 
eight times 
seven times 
six times 
five tfmes 



( 6.7%) four, times * 9 (30.0%) 

3.3%) three times - 5 (16.7%) 

6.Z%) twice • = 6 (20.0%) 

.6.7%) affde = 0 

( 6.7%) none = 1 ( 3.3%) 



j>. The, printed instructions for using the computer were 



very frlear =21 
fairly clear • = 7 
average * 1 

sdmewhat confusing = 0 
very confining = 0 



72.4%) 
24. 1M 
3.435 



no response = 1 < 



6. 



In general, the^q^nions and statements in the CASTE progranH*efe . 

no response = 3 



very clear * 9 (33.3%) 

fairly clear m 17 (63.0*) 

average * * vfl 

somewhat confusing = 1 ( 3.7%) 
very confusing « 0 
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-7, The questions and statements 1ri STAGES were *• ^ 

very clear " = 3';fl8.7%) no response.* 14 

fairly clear. = 11. (68. 8%) . * 

average = 2.. 

somewhat confusing = 0' 

very confusing ■ 0 . 

8. As an aid to teaming, I consider the computer exercis.es-to be • 

very. helpful. • = \Z (41.4?) . no response ~ i . O 

-fairly helpful = 17 (58.6%) response i , 

not too helpful' . = 0 ' 

not helpful at all ■ 0 ' 

9. The TRY program was ..." 

helpful to me in becoming more familiar with the computer *-2*L (87 5%) 
. fun, but not particularly helpful < - - - *?Ko* &{ 

a waste of time ' "< * M1Z.5X) 



no response • 



» 6 



10. 



Before I did the CASTE program, I thought that I did/did not 
understand the caste? system fa frly well - 

\ * t ■ " "" - 

335 rtt . j = \* ! 55 ' 6% > " n ° response = 3 
did not - p. 12 (44.435) 

11. After doing the CASTE program, I thin*. I. understand* the caste system 

less that' IUl'd before '• - 0 no-res'oonse - 1 ' 

about as' well as I- did before - 5 (18 5%) response - 3 

a little better |han before = 11 (4.0.7%) ' ' 

much better than. before. •' = l\ (40.7%) ' . , 

12. Before I did the STAGES program, I thought that I dldylid not > 
understand the Hindu "stages of-Hfe' fairly well. 1^'; 

il J- + . . - • "7 (41.2%) no response » 13 - 

d ^ d not =io (5&.8%) * 



13. After doing STAGES, I think I understand the "stages of life" 

less" than I d+d befoue = n *" - nn Mr 

about as well as I did before « 3 ( 2 o. 0 %) \ *° reSp ° nSe = 15 

a little better than before «• 4 (26 7%) • 

much better than before . = 8 (53.*3%) 
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.44-22. In the future, 1f I could choose among different learning' ' 
techniques, I would ra/ik my choices as follows (The mean 1s given 
at fhe left; at the- r1g{}t,'the number of persons ranking the Item 
as first* choice, second, etc., 1s given ,1n order.).: 

Hln ) e ^ ire \ ' , 13,5,1,1,3,3,1,0,3 

♦ ?. 800 /assigned reading * j 3,5,7,5,3,4,3,0,0 

% 4.200 seeing -films and slides , 4,5,3,5,7,0,1,4,1 
• *4.23> discussion 1n a small (4 to 8 students) group 6*3,4,3,5,2,3,3,1 

, 4.767 computer-assisted Instruction r,-4, J, 3, 3,4, 4, 2, 2 

5.333 discussion 1n a large group ' .1,3,2,4,5,6,4,3,2 

f -5.667 writing papers . 0,4,3,4tM,5,2,"5 

I 6.400 modularized, self -paced instruction „ N 4,0,1,3,1,2,4,7,8 

. . 6.633 Individual tutorial • 2,0,2,2,2^,3,4,8,7 

23. /My small discussion group did/did not have a senior student appointed 
- as a leader. 

did 



= 15 {50. 0%) 
did not _ *= 15 (50^0%) 



* — 5 * 

4 

24. I would, have preferred to be 1n a group with/without a senior Student 
appointed as leader. I 

wfdh = 14 (51.9%) no response = 3 1 

without = 13 (48.1%) 

V 



1^ < 25/ If you had afh appointed leader, please evaluate hit/her*Wrtormance: 

' 1 1 - 1 • 

" * Very nlrfffff " ' =.5(16.7%) (31. 

. somewhat helpful «• ' - 7 23.3%)j (43. 

.?» '\ made no differattpe to the success of the group = 2 ( 6.7%)* (12. 



^eryhetra =.5(16.7%) (31.3% 

somewhat helpful \ - - 7 23.3%)j (43.8% 

v made no dtfferattpe to the success of the group = 2 ( 6.7%)* (12.5% 

^somewhat^a hin#3&ce to *the group = 2(6.7%) (12.5% 

a cons1(l^abfe hnidraojce to the' group =0 

I had noffeftiftf . = 14 (46.7%) 

w ,-• - 

26. I-w1sh that we had used' the 'small group discussion? ' ' 

much more than we did . f 1 ( 3.3% 

somewhat more ' ' = 8 (26.7%, 

about as often as we did . = 15 (50.0%) 
' less than we did = 5 (16.7% 

not 'at all -f= .1 ( 3.3% 

. /T 



' > • ' ■ / 

27. In general, the lectures 1n class have been 

much too difficult = 1 ( 3.3%) . 

somewhat difficult » 5 (US.7J5) 

at about the right level for me ■ 20 (66.7%) . # 

• not challenging enough for me = 4 (13.3%) 

far too easy. / J ,* . ■ 0 

28. The reading as/lgnments 1n Smith, The Religions of Man , have been 

much too d1 ft/cult * 0 

somewhat difficult ■ 13 (43.3%) 

i^at about/the right level for me * 16 (53.3%) 

not challenging enough for me = 1 ( 3.3%) 

far too 7 easy * 0 

29. The reading assignments 1n Streng, Ways of Belng^Hglous . have 



1 




* 



been 

much too. difficult . =3 (10. 0%) 

somewhat difficult -= 18 (60.0%) 

at about the right level for me ■ 8 (26.7%) 
not challenging eno"ogh for me = 1 ( 3.3%) 
far too easy =0 



v 

30. Compared to other courses I have taken at CSCB, this course takes 



much more time ^- = i ( 6.7%) 

somewhat more time - =10(33.3%) j 

about the same amount of time = !fr (53;3%) 1 

* somewhat less time * 2 ( 6.7%) • 

much less time = 0 * - 

•• y 

31. On the average,.' preparation anoUtudylng and writing for this class 
takes about 

0 to 2 hours per week *' 0 no response = 1 

2. to 4 hours per week = 8 (27.6%) 

4 to 6 .hours per week * 13 (44.8%) 

6 to 8 hours per week = 7 (24.1%) 

more than 8 hours per week • ' ■ l ( 3.4%) 



9 
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32. I expect to receive the following grade In- this class: 

A ■ 5 (18.5%) no response ■ 3 

B ■ 17 (63.0% • • 

C = 5 (18.5%) 

D » 0 

F = 0 



(The actual grade distribution was): 



D = 0 

F « 1 ( 2.9%) 
»Inc » 6 (17.1%) 



Because of anonymity 1n the questionnaire., there 1s no wa 
how many Individuals received the grades they predicted.) 
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B. CAI Tables 

More than two hundred and fifty cross-tabulations of these 
results were made. Some'of'the more significant ones are reported 
here. 
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Tables 3 and 4 suggest, tentatively, that CAI Is especially 
valuable for students who need remedial work. CAI may be partic- 
ularly^ useful for such students because It enables, them to do an 
exercise repeatedly, without embarrassment,, until they feel . * 
competent. < 

While CAI Is generally well received by all students,. Tables (* 
14-17 suggest that there will be even more enthusiastic response 
from students who either dislike reading or find reading to be 
difficult. 

» 

The students who used the computer exercises repeatedly .were 
more likely to say that they.were "very helpful," whereas the ^ 
less frequent users tended to consider them "fairly helpful " 
(Table 1), «« 
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^able 1. Comparison of frequency of usage of all computer exercises 
(Item 4) with attitudes toward those exercises (question 8) 



QUES04 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

i 

2. 



4. 



5. 



7. 



MORE 



9. 

THAN 8 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



QUES08 
VERY 



FAIRLY" 
HEt PFUL 



ROW 
TOTAL ' 



1. 


[ 2. 




1 

16.7 . 
[ 8.3 
3.4- 


29.4 
\ 17.2 


6 

20.7 


0 

O.n 
i 0.0 
\ 0.0 


5 " 

100.0 • 
29.4 
17.2 


, 5 
17.2 


4 

44.4 J 
33.3 O 
. 13.8 


<^55.J 
29.4 
17.2. 


9 

31.0 


2 

100.0 
16.7 

6.9 .: 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
O.O 


2 

6.9 

m 


- 1 
50.0 

•■: 8.3 

100.0 
16.7 
6.9 


1 

50.0 
.5.9 ; 

3 ^ ■ 

o.o\ • 
o.o\ 


2 •' 

6.9 
2 

6.9 


0 

0.0. 
0.0 - 
0.0 


i V 

100.0 / 
5.9/ 

3.y 




2 

loo;o 

16.7 
6.9 


1' * % : 

.0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


2 

[ 6.9 

1 


12 
41.4 


17 

58.6 


29 
100.0 



Significance » 0.0454 

Number of Missing Observations -1 
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Those who used the programs the most also tended to give CAI a higher 
relative ranking among their choices of learning techniques. 

Table 2. Comparison of rankings of CAI as a method of learning 
(question 17) with frequency of usage of all computer 
programs (Item 4). 

17. Rank given to CAI. 



1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 



4. Total number of CAI programs used, 

-more ' 





















1 






■r— 
i 




1 


1 








1 






i 


1 


2 


I ' 


1 


1 










i 




1 






" 1 














2 




1 














1 


2 








1 




t 


• 




3 


1 
















2 






i 




t 










1 

















Column 
Total 



Row 
Total 

1 

4 

7 

3 • 

3 

4 

4 

2 

2 

30 



Significance * 0.1466 



i 

i 



r 
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Those who did not understand the. caste system ^originally benefited 

p * 

the most from using the CASTE program, even though those who thought 
they understood It Initially showed some improvement. 

Table 3. Comparison of prior understanding of the caste* system (question 

10) with later understanding, after using CASTE program (question 

11) . 




OUESIO 
DID 

DID NOT 



00$ 11 



COUNT ] 
ROW PCT : 
CCL PCT 
T£T PCT 


AS WELL 
AS BEFOP 


A LTTTLE 

BETTER 
[ 3.] 


MUCH 
BETTER 

4. 


ROW 
TOTAL 


-1. 


4 


1 'si 


[ 3 ] 


15 


.26.7 . 


53.3 


20.0 


55.6 




80.0 


72.7 


27.3 






14.8 


29.6 


11.1 ' 




2* 


1 

8.3 : 
20,0 
3.7 


3 

25.0 
27.3 
11.1 


' 8 
66.7 
72^.7 
29^6. 


12 
44.4 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



5 

18.5 



11 
40*7 



11 
40.7 



27 
100»0 



Significance « 0.0477 

Number of Missing Observations 



33 
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Results from using the STAGES program are even more dramatic, but 
the number of respondents is, much smaller. 

' ' 

Table 4. .Comparison of prior understanding of the Hindu stages of. life 
(question 12) with later understanding, after using STAGES 
program (question 13). ' • • 



< 



QUES12 
DID 



DID NOT 



_ „ QUES13 

COUNT I 
ROW PCT IAS WELL 
COL PCT IAS BEFOP 
TOT PCT I 2. 
----- j- __. 

I 60. O v 

r ioo.o^ 

I 20.0 

-I 

I 0 

;i • o.o . 
i o.o 
I .o.o 
-i— 

3 

20.0 



2. 



COLUMN 
' TOTAL 



A LITTLE MUCH 
BETTER BETTER 
3. 




3 

30.0 
75.0 
20.0 



4 

26^7 



1 

20.0 
12.5 
6.7 



4.1 

I 



7 

70.0 
87.5 
46.7 



8 

53.3 



ROW ' 
TOTAL 



5 

33.3 



10 
66.7 



15- 
100.0 



Significance » 0.0214 

Number of Missing Observations 



= 15 
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(line out of the eleven students who considered this course to-be' 

A ' • 

more demanding thtyi other CSCB courses said that they understood the caste 

' - ■ \ " ' * 

system adequately before doing the CASTE program. Those who did not 

understand the caste system to their own satisfaction were far more likely 

(83.3%) to consider the course comparable to others at CSCB. I still do 

not understand the significance of this rather h"igh correlation. The 

* 

comparison to those who did and did not understand the Hindu states of - 

• •• 

^Jife-was not so remarkable. 

^ .. 

Table 5. Comparison of relative time spentsm this class (question 30) 
* with prior understanding of the caste system (question 10). 



OUE530 
MUCHMOP 

' J 



COUNT ] 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT : 
TOT PJT 


CUES 10 

did 

1.1 


DID NOT 
[ . 2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 

* 


i. ; 

TIME 


0 . 
[ 0.0 
• OiP 


2 

100.0 
'■ 16.7 


• 2 


2. 

MORE 


100.0 1 
60.0 * 
33.3 


f 0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


9 

.33.3 


3. 

THE SAME 


4 

28.6 
26.7- 

;. 14.8 


10 
71.4 
83.3 
37.0 


14 
51.9 


4. 

LESS 


• 2 ] 
100.0 
13*3 
7*4 


0 

- 0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


2 

7.4 


•COLUMN 
* TOTAL 


15 
55.6 


12 

•i 44.4 


. 27 
.100.0 



Significance » 0.0015* ' 
Number .of Missing Observations 



35 



Table 6. Comparison of relative time spent on this class (question 30) 
_ with prior understanding of the stages of life (question 12). 









• 






+ t COUNT, ] 

ROW pct 
rni pct 
TOT PCT 


GUE512 
DID 

!' * ' v *i 


DID MOT 
[ 2.' 


ROW 
TDT Al 


- 


1. 

.MUCHMORE TIME 

• 


0 

0.0 

» 0-0 

o.q 


1 

100.0 
10.0 
• 5.9 


1 

« 5.9 


• 


* 2. 

SOMEWHAT MORE 


2 , 
50.0 
[ 28.6 
11.8 


, . 2 
50.0 
20.0 ] 

n.8 


4 

I' 23.5 


f 


3. 

ABOUT THE^ 5 A HE ' 

' * 


3 

30.0 
42.9 
17.6 


7 

70.0 
70.0 
41.2 


10 
58.8 




SOMEWHAT LESS 

• * 


2 

100.0 
28.6 

11.0 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
U • U 


2 • 


• 


• COLiUMN 
TOTAL 


7 

41.2 


10 
58.8 


17 

. 100.0 




Significance = 0.2405 

Number of Missing Observations ■ 13 

* * 

is 3^ 


* 


• 






V 












f 

* * 






-• / . • 

•» . * * 

! 

t 




# 










1 
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All of those (14 students) who said that they understood the caste 
.systdfir adequately at the beginning reported that they worked an average 
of two "to six fours'. weekly on the course. Those who did not understand 
were likely to spend mors time. Those who did not understand the stages 
of life (60%- o£ them) were also more ljkely to spend six to eight hours 
.weekly on the course; * 

Table 7. Comparison of hours spent on this class (question 31) with prior 
understanding of the caste system (question* 10). 



QUF510 



* 



OUE531 , 
2 TO A 


. COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 


IDID 

I 1. 


DID NOT 
r 2. 


2. 

HOURS 


I 6 
I 85.7 
I A2.9 
I 23.1 ] 

T 9 1 


1 

1A.3 
8.3 
3.8 


A TTT 6 


3. 

HOURS 


I . 8 ] 
I 66.7 ] 
I 57.1 ] 
I 30.8 ] 


33.3 
33.3 
15. A 


6 TO 8 


A. 

HOURS 


I 0 ] 
r 0.0 ] 
I 0.0 ] 
I 0.0 ] 


6 

100.0 
50.0 
23.1 


OVFR 8 


5. 

HOUPS 


I 0 I 
I 0.0 I 
I 0.0 I ] 
I . 0.0 1 ] 


1 

1P0.0 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 


1A 
53.8 


4.37 



ROW 
TOTAL 



7 

26.9 



A 2 
A6.2 



, 6 
23. 1 



1 

3.8 



26 

wo.o 



Significance » 0.0080 

Number' of Missing Observations 



37 
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Table 8. Comparison ofhours spent on this class (question 31) with 
prior understanding of the stages of life (question 12). 



COUNT 
ROW- PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



THJE531 

2 TO 4 HOURS' 

v 

4 

4 TO 6 JH0UR5" 
6 TO - 8' HOURS' 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



v - 
4. 



QUFS12 






DID 

r. 


DID "NOT 
[ 2. 


row' 

TOTAL 


i l 

50.0 

14.3 ; 

5.9 


[ 1 
50.0 

f >$:? 


2 

11.8 


5 

62.5 
71.4 
29.4 


30.0 

;• 17.6 


' 8 
- 47.1 


~~1~ T 
14.3 
14.3 

5.9 \ 


85.7 
[ 60.0 ] 
r 35.3 




'1 
41,. 2 


10 
58.8 


17 
100.0 



Significance ■ 0.1607 

Number of Hissing Observations ■ 13 



7 



V 

/ 



38 



\ 

•■' 1 • 

> I tried to 



find some characteristic that distinguished those, who 
noted the greatest improvement 1n understanding after using the 
computer programs '(questions 11 and 13), but with some difficulty. Part 
of "the problem was that* so few respondents (18.5% and 2056) noted no 
significant Improvement. The comparisons with expected grade in the class, 
were not very' revealing (significance = O.&tftond 0.7174). One positive 
correlation was found with question 8 (howhSful were the computer 
exercises?), but it could be argued tM^^^^hree questions were asking 
the same thing - T que/tion 8 1n more general terms. 

Table 9\ Comparison of later understanding of the caste system (quest'io^" 
11) with attitudes to computer exercises (question 8). 




COUNT 
ROW PCT 
-COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

0UE511 . 

2» 

A5 WELL AS BEFOR 



3. 

A LITTLE BETTER 



OUE508 



4. 



MUCH BETTFR 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



VERY 
HELPFUL 

W] 


FAIRLY 
HFL0FUL 
[ ■ 2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 

* 


0 

o.o .: 
o.o 

0.0 


[ I .5 ' ! 
100.0 
33.3 
18.5. 


. 5 
>8.5 


I 1 

>45.5 
41.7 
18.5 


. ' 6 
54.5 v 
40.0 \ 
22.2 


: . ii 

40.7 

4 


. 7 
63.6 
58.3 
25.9 


4 

36.4 

26.7- 

14.8 


11 

40.7 


12 
44.4 


15 •« 
55.6 


27 
100.0 



V 



Significance ■ 0.0594 

Number of Missing Observations » 3 



39 



■ \ 
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Table 10. Comparison of later understanding of the stages of IVfe 

(question 13) with attitudes to computer exercises (question 
8). . 



QUES13 



COUNT 
ROW PCT* 
,COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



2. 



AS WELL AS BEFOR 



LITTLE' BETTER 



4. 



MUCH BETTER 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



OUES08 

VERY 
HELPFUX 
1 • ! 


FAIRLY 
HELPFUL 
[ , 2 • 


' ROW 
TOTAL • 

I 

[ . - 
. 3- 
20.0 


» 


I 1 
33.3 } 

111 
1 1 • 1 

6.7 


[ 2 
66.7 

13.3 ] 


« 


I 3 ] 
75.0 
33.3 

20b.O ] 


1 

. 25.0 
[ 16.7 
[ 6.7 


#26.7 




[ 5 ] 
i 62.5 ] 
55.6 1 
[ 33.3 ] 


3 

.37.5 
50.0 ] 
20.0 


8 - ' 
53.3 












9 

60.0 


6" 

40.0 


15 

-100.0 


\ 




r 


t 





Significance = 0.5260 

Number of Missing Observations - 15 




Those few students who favOr individual tutorials 'as a method of ' 
Instruction were more likely to report that their understanding was 
"much bettet" after using theCAI exercises. Those who noted kittle 
change tended to dislike tutorials. ^ 

* * 



Table 11/ Comparison* of tutorial -rankings (question 2t) with later 
understanding of the caste system (question 11). . 



OUES21 1 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



1. 



I 
-I 

I 
I 
I 
I 



.OUESll 
I " . - 

IAS WELL 
IAS BEFOR 
I 2.1 

1—7 1 

0 

0.0 
.0.0 

o.o 



^ LITTLE MUCH 
BETTER BETTER 



I 
I 

I . 




6. 

j 

7. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



G 

0.0 
0.0 



.1 
I 
I 
I 

I- 
I 



•50.0 
9.1 
3.7 



3.1 

■I- 
I I 



4. 



0 

0.0 
0.0 



1 

50.0 
9.1 
3.7 



1 

100.0 
9.1 



ROW 
TOTAL 



2 

7. A 



1 

3.7 



0.0 


0.0 


I 3.7 




1 

50.0 
20.0 
•• 3>.J 


0.8 
0.0 , 
0.0 


1 - 
50.0 
9.1 
3.7- 


2 

7.4 

1 # 


rto.o c 

•»20.0 ] 
3-. 7 


0 

x 0.0 

o.o- 

0^0 


0 

0.0 - ' 
0.0 ' 
0.0 


*1 
3.7 


0 1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


2 

66.7 
• .18.2 
7.4 


! t": 

33.3 
* 9.1 
3.7 


3 

11.1 


1 1 
33.3 
20.0 
" 3.7 


• 1 
33.3 . 
I 9.1 ] 
3*7 


1 

33.3 
9.1 
t 3.7 


3 

11.1 


I ! 

12.-5* 
20.0 
3.7 


[ ' 3 
.37.5 
27.3 
11.1 


. 4 
50.0 
36.4 
14.8 


: * • -8 

. 29.6 


I ] 
MA. 3 
• . 20.0 ~ 
•3,7 


57.1 
36.4 , 
^ 14.8 


2 

28.6 
•18.2 
7.4 


►7 
25.9 


'5 
18. -5 


IT > 
40.7 


11 
40.7 


27 
100. 0 



\ 



Significance « v 0.6944 

Number of Missing Observations^^ 



We 12. 



Comparison of tutorial rankings (question 21) w1th»later 
understanding of the stages of life (question 13). 



/ 



y 



QUES21 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 




1. 



3-. 



5. 



S 



7. 



8. 



9: 



OUES13 

AS WELL 
A5 BEFOP 



COLUMN 
. TOTAL 



A LITTLE 
BFTTER 



MUCH 
BETTER 



[ 2. 


I 3.1 4. 


o- 

0.0 

0.0 J 
O^lK 


0 I 1 
0-0 I 100-0 
0*0 I 12.5 
0.0 I 6.7 


,v * 0.0» 

' 0.0 
0*0 


0 1 1 . 
0.0 T 100 JL/ 
0.0 I 12.5 
0.0 I 6.7 


0 

0*0 1 

0.0 

0.0 


110 
10.0.0 I 0.0 
25.0 I 0.0 
6.7 I .0.0 


0 

O.«0 
0.0 

q.o 


0 1 2 
- 0.0 I 100.0 
0.0 I 25.0 
0.0 I 13.3 


0 ] 
■ 0.0 

o-.o 

"0.0 


0 1 '* 1 « 
0.0 I 100.0 
0.0 I 12.5 
0.0 I 6.7 


1 

16.7 
33.3. 
6.7 . 


2 I i 
33.3 I 50.0 
50.0 • I 37.5' • 
13.3 I 2Q.0 


. . 2 " I 
'66.7 ] 
.66.7 1 

13.3 1 

3 

20.J0 


1 I 0 
33.3 I 0.0 
' 25.0 I 0.0 
6.7 f 0.0 

4 8 
26.7 53.3 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1 

6.7 



1 

6.7 



1 

6.7 



2 

13.3 



1 

6.7 



, 40. $ 



3 

20.0 



15 
100.0 



Significance * 0.4307 

Nupber of Missing Observations ■ 15 



1 



• %2 
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Those who gave CAI a high rank as a learning technique tended to 
be the students who found the programs to be "very helpful" as an aid 
to learning. . 



Table 13. Comparison of CAI rankings (question 17) with attitudes to 
computer exercises (question a). 



QLjES17 



COUNT I 



QUE508 



POW PCT I VERY 
COL PCT I HELPFUL 



TOT PCT I 
1 

1. I 



2. 



4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



COLUMff 
TOTAL 



T 



I 100.0 



I 
I 



8.'3 
3.4 



- 3 
75.0 
25.0 
10.3 



6 

85.7 
50.0 
20.7 



2 

66.7 
16.7 
6.9 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



JJ.O 
— T).0 
0.0 



FAIRLY J 
HELPFUL^ 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

25.0 
5.9 
3.4 



1 

14.3 
5.9 
3.4 



1 

33.3 
5.9 
3.4 



3 

100.0 
17.6 
10.3 



4 

100.0 
23.5 
13.8 



n 

-0.0 

o.o 

0.0 



0 

0.0 
O.t) 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



12 
41.4 



4 

*100.0 
23.5 
13.8 



- 2 
100.0 
11.8 
6.9 



1 

100.0 
5.9 
3.4 



17 
58.6 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1 

3.4 



4 

-13.8 



7 

24.1 



. 3 
10.3 



3 

10.3 



4 

13.8 



4 

13'. 8 



2 

6.9 



1 

3.4 



29 
100.0 



Significance - 0.0118 

Number of Missing Observations ■ 1 



43 



-42- 



There was some native correlation between the students' ranking of 
CAI and of assigned reading as learning techniques. 



Table 14. Comparison offtAI rankings (question 17) with reading 
rankings ^qjttltlpn 20). 



CAI 
Rank 



Reading Rank. 
1 2 3 



1 

2 
3 
4 
5 

7 

< 

8 



Column ' 
TotaJ 







1 






i 












2 






1 


1 






1 






1 


2 


2 


1 






1 




1 






1 












1 


2 














3 
















1 


1 


•1 


1 




/ 
















1 


9 


1 








f 


A 















3 5 7 5 3 4 ' 3 
* 



Row 
Total 

- 1 

4 

7 

3 

3 

4 

4 

2 

2 ' 
30 



Significance ■ 0.3914 



v 



Those, who gave', CAI a h1gh y rank as a learning technique found some 
difficulty with their reading. Two. books were used for pu*poses of com 
partemi. The first, by Huston .Smith, 1s theslmpler of the two; 1t 1s 
based on lectures* originally prepared for educational TV, and could be 
considered "semi-popular." -The book edited by Frederick Streng et al . 



\ 



L43- 



1$ an mthology that contains short »read1ngs from many sources, some of 
them 'fairly difficult. The strongest correlation 1s found with the easier 
book. Those who had trouble with 1t are probably poo* readers, and are 
more likely to turn to CAI for help. 

Table 15. Comparison of CAI rankings (question 17) with difficulty 



COUNT 



OUR 517- 



1. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



3. 



A. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



OUES28 

I 

I^TMEWHAT 
j DIFFICLT 

* J* 






ABOUT 
RIGHT 
I 3. 


TOO EASY 
FOR ME 
I <*. 


1 

100.0 
7.7 
3.3 


0 

0.0 

o.o. 

0.0 


0 

0.0 j> 
I 0.0 
0.0 


3 

75.0 
23. 1 
10.0 


1 

25.0 ' 
6.3 
3.3 


0.8 
• 0.0 
0.0 


2 

28.6 1 
15. A 
6.7 


5 

71. A 
31.2 
16.7 ' 


0 

Q.O • 

(ho 

0.0 


2 

• 66.7 
15.4 
6.7 


■ ■ 1 
33.3 
•6.3 

3.3 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


I 2 
66.7 
15. A 
6.7 


1 

33.3 
6.3 
3.3 


0 

0.0 

.o.:o 

0.0 


^ 1 

. 7. t 
3.3 


3' 

18.7 
10.0 


o • 
u . u 
0.0 
0.0 


25.0 '! 
7.7 


• 3 

75.0 
18.7 
10.0 


0 

o.c 

0.0 

o-.o • 


L 

50.0 
7.7 
3.3 


1 

50.0 
6.3 
• 3.3 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


1 

50.0 
6.3 
3.3 


1 

50.0 
100.0 

...hi.. 


13 


16 
. 53.3 

» » 

1 


1 

3.3 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1 

3.3 



13.3 



7 

23.3 



3 

10.0- 



3 

10.0 



13.3 



13.3 



'2 
6.7 



2 

6.7 



. 30 
100. 0 



\ 



Significance - 0.1782 



9 
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Table 16". Comparison of CAI rankings (question 17) with difficulty 1n 
reading Strang, Ways of Being foUglous (question 29). 



*v - C ■ "> 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

TOT- PCT 



OUES29 

I • 

IWUCH TOO SOMEWHAT 
{DIFFICLT.DIFFICXT 

I 1 • 



U 



2. 



3.' 



I 

T 

-i« 
i 
i 
i 
i 

w 



ABOUT 
RIGHT 



I 



1 

25.0 
33.3 
3.3 



2 

50.0 
6.7* 



3.3 



« TOO EASY ROW 

FOR M£ TOTAL 
3.1 4." 



1 

25. t) 
.12.5 
3.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



i 

3.3 





1 

T . 

! .: 


K 7i.- 

!\ ?7.' 

i : -.7 


I ??.: 
1 *> r 
> c . • 

I t .7 


I 

I \i 

! 


• 


1 I 
I • 
I 3?.-;. 
I 3.3 


I J 

I -?3.B 
I' '3.3 


! J 
i *3.3 

' 12.5 ' 
I ,3.3 


I 0 

I i\o 

I CO 
I 0.0 


5. " 


I 0 
[ 0.0 

o;o 

0.0 


3 

100.0 
-16.7 
10. 0 , 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
[ 0.0 


6. 

» 


i 

25.0 
33.3 


[ « -1 . 
25.0 1 
5.6 
[ 3.3 


2 

• 50.0 
25.0 

lr 6.7 ] 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

[ 0.0 


7. 


o 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


1 , 3 
75.0 
16.7 
10. 0 . 


[ 1 • ] 

25.0 
12.5 
3.3 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 




0 I 
0.0 
0.0 ] 
0.0 ] 


^0.0 
^5.6 • 
3.3* 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


1 

50.0 
100.0 
3.3 " 


9. 

• 


0 I 
CO I 
0.0 I 
0.0 I 


2 I 
100.0 
11.1 
' 6.7 I 


0 

0.0 I 
O.Ck I 
0.0 I 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 1 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


3 

10. c 


T5 

-60.0 


8 

'26.7 


1 

3.3 



4 

13.3 



I 7 

r 23.^ 



3 



3 

10.0 



4 

13.3 



4 

13.3 




. 30 
100.*) 



Significance » 0.2769 



9 
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Those who. favored assigned reading as a learning technique were more 
likely to say. that.the programs were "fairly helpful." Those who disliked 
assigned reading tended to consider the programs "very helpful." 

Table 17. Con>ar1son of rankings of assigned reading as a method of 
learning (question 20) with- attitudes to computer exercises 
(question 8). , » 



COUNT I 



QVE508 



QUES20 



ROW PCT IVEiVY ^^iAIRLY 

4ELPFUL 



TOT PCT ] 


' 1.1 


2. 




- 0>o 
iJ.0 
^.0 


3 

100.0 
17.6 
10.3 


« 2. 


. 0 
0.0 
0.0 
,0.0 


4 

100.0 
28.5 
13.8 


3. 


4 

57.1 
33.3 
13.8 


3 

42.9 
17.6 
10.3 


4. 


- i 
20.0 
8.3 
3.4 


4 

80.0 
23.5 
13.8 


5. 


2 

66.7 
16.7 
6.9 


1 

33.3 
5.9 
3.4 


* 6. 


3 

75.0 
25.0 
10.3 


1 

25.0 
5.9 


7. 


2 

66.7 
i 16.7 
V 6.9 


1 

33.3 
5<9 

I. 3.4 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



12 
4 



Significance « 0.1227 

Number of Missing Observations 




17 
58.6 



ROW 
TOTAL 



3 

10.3 



4 

13.8 



7/. 
24.1 



5 

17.2 



3 

10.3 



3 

10.3 



29 
100.0 



Admittedly, there 1s mlnor^ljfference between "helpful" and "very • 
helpful," but to some degree the four previous tables suggest that CAI . 

♦ 

Is received particularly well by students who don't read well or who 
dislike reading. This 1s especially Interesting because students must 
read all of the CAI Instructions, questions and cooments; However,' 
reading on a cathode ray scree/i does not' seem as difficult or as unpleasant 
to them. If /these tentative suggestions prove to be correct with larger 
numbers of students, tjien CAI may prove to be a very useful .tool for 
Improving reading skills and reading attitudes. 

c 



' C. Tables o'f Responses to Small-Group Discussions 

During spring quarter,* 19/6, three senior students, 'majors or 
concentrators .1n religious studies, served as leaders In three 'small 
discussion groups wh/ctt met occasionally as part of Religious .Studies 101, 
Introduction to Religion. There were also three small discussion groups 
within the class without assigned discussion .leaders. These latter groups 
were usually given a few questions' about the reading or about the day's 
topic to help them begin their discussions, but they conducted the 
sessions themselves. — 

„ Students 1n the course who like lecturing prefer" to have a. leader in 
group discussion. (78.5* of those who said they preferred a group with a 
student leader picked "lectures" as a fi&tor second choice out of the 
nine different- learning techniques'.) This relative consistency seems to 
point toward one group of students who associate learning with an 



V 
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authority figure or at leas^who prefer someone else to take the 
Initiative to teach them. 

Table 18. Comparison of rankings of lectures as a method of learning 
(question 14) with preference 1n small group leadership 
(question 24). 



0UES14 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



QUES24 



3. 



-4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



PREFEK A 
LEADER 


PPEFFR 
WITHOUT 
[ 2.1 


ROW • 
TOTAL 


66.7 1 

57.1 

29.6 


4 

33.3 
30.8 
14.$ 


12 
44.4 


3 

60.0 
21.4 t 
11.1 ' 


2 

40.0 
15.4 

7 »* 


• 5 
18.5 


0 

0.0" 

0.0 

0.0 


1 

100.0 
7.7 


1 - 
■ 3« 7 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

o.u 


1 

ioo.o 

3.7 


' 1 
3. .7 


1 

50.0 
/ 7.1 
3-.7 - 


i 

50.0 
7..7 
3.7 


■•*( 


1 

50.0 
7.1 


[ 1 1 
50.0 
" 7.7 , 
3 » 7 


2 

7.4 


1 

100.0 
7.1 
3.7 


0 

0.0 
- 0.0 
0.0 


1 

3.7 


0 

* 0.0 

o.o- 

0.0 


3 - 
100.0 
23.1 
11.1 


3 

11.1 


14 
51.9 


13 
48.1 


10,0.0 



Significance » p f 3781. 

Number or Missing Observations 



Asf noted on question 25, .most students gave a high evaluation to 
the leaders' performance. I could not find any significant correlations' 
between, that Item and other questions, except to note that the evaluations 
by, readers were consistently higher tharr those by non-readers. All of the 
students (11) who chose "assigned reading" as one of their first four 
choices, of learning technique gave their leaders a rating of "very helpful' 
or "somewhat helpful." Four out of the five who ranked assigned reading 
as a fifth choice or lower said that their' leaders. "made no difference 
to the 'success of the group" ori*ere a' slight hindrance. (14 respondents 
were 1n leaderless groups) It 1s possible that some of those who were 
dissatisfied with thelrvgroups 1 leadership did not do their reading or 
did not do it carefully, and thus were not equipped to benefit from a 
•discussion which depended heavily on reading. 
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Table 19. Comparison of rankings of assigned reading as a method of 
learning (question 20) with evaluation of student leaders 
(question 25). 



QUES20 



QUES25 

COUNT I 
ROW PCT I VERY 
SQL fCT I HELPFUL 

1 < 



TOT PCT I 
I 



1 



4. 



6. 



7. 



COLUMN 
• TOTAL 



2 

66.7 
40.0 
6.7 



1 

20.0 
20.0 
3.3 



1 

14.3 
20. e 
3.3 



/ 



SOMEWHAT M-ADE NO HINDERED HAD NO 
HELPFUL DIFFEREN SOMEWHAT LtsADSR 

2.1 3.1 4.1 6. 



1 

33.3 
14.3 
. 3.3 



2 

40.0 
28.6 
6.7 



2 

28.6 
28.6 
6.7 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

33.3 
20.0 
3.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
O.O 



0 

0.0 
0*0 
O.'O * 



5 

16.7 



2 

40.0 
28.6 
6.7 



- 0 
t).0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



7 

23,.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

33.3 
50.0 
3.3 



1 

25.0 
50.0 
3.3 



■9- 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



2 

6.7 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
,0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

33.3 
50.0 
3.3 



1 

25.0 
50.0 
3.3 



0' 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



2 

*- 6V? 



0 

0-0 
CO 
W.0 



2 

40.0 
14.3 
6.7 



4 

57.1 
28.6 
13.3 



3 

60.0 
21.4 
10.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



2 

50.0 
14.3 
6.7 



3 

100.0 
21.4 
10.0 



14 
46.7 



ROW 
TOTAL 



3 

.10.0 



5 

16.7 



7 

23.3 



4 



5 

16.7 



3 

10.0 



4 

13.3 



3 

10.0 



30 
100.0 



Significance ■ 0.2079 

It *»s primarily the readers who asked for more small .group discussions. ' 
(7 asked for more, 3 for fewer. The non-readers were about evenly divided, 
2 to 3; 15 of the students had asked for no change 1n the number of small 
group discussions.) 
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Table 20: Comparison of rankings of assigned reading (question 20) 
with desire for more or fewer small group discussions 
(question 26). 



COUNT 
POW PCT* 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 


QUES26 

MUCH- 
MORE 

1 • 


SOMEWHAT 

MORE 
I 2. 


4 

NO 

CHANGE 

T "1 


LESS 
OFTEN 
1 A. 


NOT AT 

l ALU s , 
[ 5. ] 


U 


I - 1 
1 33.3 
lOO.O 
3.3 


r . i . 

I 33*3 
I 12.5 


f T 

I 33.3 
I 6.7 


[ 0 
[ 0.0 
[ 0.0 
I 0.0' 


[ 0 
[• 0.0 1 
[• 0. 0 
[ \ 0.0 I 


2. 


I o 
0.0 
0.0 

r - — ft. o 


I 1 * 

I 20.0 
I 12.5 


I 3. 1 

I 60.0 ] 

[ 20.0 ] 
• inn 


[ 1 

[ 20.0 ] 
20.0 
3.3 ] 


! lo.o 

[ QUO I 


3. 


i ■ 0 

* 0.0 

o.o- 

0.0. 


I l ] 

I 14.3 
I 12.5 
I 3.3 


[ 5 ] 
71. A ] 
33.3 ] 

[ 16.7 ] 


1 

14.3 : 
20.0 
3.3 ] 


o.&-~ 

o.p 

0,0 I 


4. "j 


[ 0 
. 0.0 
0.0 
• 0.0 


I 3 ] 
I 60.0 
I 37.5 
[ 10,0 


[ 1 I 

20.0 ] 

. 6.7 ] 
■a -a i 
j . j j 


1 ] 
20.0 ] 
20.0 ] 

3 "X 1 


0 I 
0.0 I 
* 0.0 I 
0.0 I 


5. 


0 

0.0 
0.0 


r l i 

f ^ * "2. 1 

[ 12.5 ] 
[ 3.3 ] 


1 I 
33. 3 I 
6.7 I 
3.3 I 


1 ] 

33.3 ] 
20.0 , I 
3.3 I 


0 I 
0.0- I 
0.0 
0.0 I 


6. 
7. 

I 

COLUMN " J 
TOTAL 


0 ] 
0..0. •; 
, o.o 
o.u 

o "i 

0.0 
0.0 ] 

0.0 ] 


I 1 I 
25.0 ] 
12.5 I 
.3.3 I 

' 0 I 
0.0 I 
0.0 I 
O.Q I 


1 I 
25.0 I 
6.7 I 
3.3 I 

3~ I 
, 100.0 I 
20.0 I 
10.0- I 


1 I 
25.0 I 
20.0' I 
3.3 I 

0 I 
Q.O I 
0.0 I 
0.0 I 


1 

. 25.0 
100.0 
3.3 

o~" : 

0.0 ' 
0.0 
0#0 I 


1 

3.3 


26.7 


15 
50.0 


5 

16.7 


l 

3.3 



ROW 
TOTAL 



3 

10.0 



5 

16.7 



7 

23.3 



5 

16.7 



3 

10.0 



4 

13.3 



3 

10.0 



30 
100.0 



Significance = 0.4218 



Three of the four students who picked "modularized, self-paced instruction" 
as a first choice asked for fewer small group discussions (the lone-learners?). 
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Out of the 19 students Who ranked 1t as .one of their last three, choices, 

two asked for fewer group discussions and nine asked for more, 

* 

Table 21. Comparison of rankings of modularized Instruction' (question 32) I 
with desire- for more or fewer small group discussions (questionl 
26). 9 % 



0UES22 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



1. 



3. 



4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



COLUMN 

HTOTAL 



ODE'S 2 6 

MUCH 

MORE: 



1. 



0 

0*0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

o.u 

0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
v 0.0 



0 

0»0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

12.5 

100.0" 
3.3 



1 

3.3 



SOMEWHAT NO 
MORE CHANGE 
2. 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

25.0 
6.7 
3.3 



ioo.o 

6.7 

- 3.3 



3 

loo. n 

20.0 
10.0 



LESS NOT AT ROW 

OFTEN -ALL TOTAL 
4.1 5." 



2 

50.0 
40.0 
6.7 



0 

-0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 ^ 
0*0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



2 

50.0 
25.0 
6.7 



4 

57.1 
50.0 
13.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



100.^ 
13.3 
(y.7 



1 

25.0 
6.7 
3.3 



0 

0.0' 

0.0 

0.0 



2 

25.0 
25.0 
6.7 



2 

28.6 
13.3 
6.7 



5 

62.5 
33.3 
16.7 



8 

26.7 



15 
50.0 



r 

,100.0 
20.0 
, 3.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

25.0 
20.0 
,3.3 



1 

14.3 
20.0 
3.3 



0 

0.0 
OiO 
0.0 



.1 



•5 

16.7 



1* 
25.0 
100.0 
* 3.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0*0. 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

.0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

4 1 

1 

3.3 



■ 4 
13.3 



1 

3.3 



3 

10.0 



1 

3.3 



2 

6.7 



4 

13.3 



• }■ 



. 7 
23.3 



8 

26.7 



30 
100.0 



Significance * 0.3539 
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The students who had an appointed student leader 1n their groups 
preferred to be in such groups by a nine to six margin. Those who did 
not haVS appointed leaders preferred not to.* fsuppose this proves- 
conclusively that, people prefer what is familiar to them. 



Table 22. Comparison of presence of-^leader (question 23) with 
preference in group leadership (question 24). 



QUES-23 € 
• DID 

DID KOI 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

* 1. 



2. 



COLUMN 
TOJAL 



QUES24 

• 






PREFER A'- 
: LCADEP 
{ * 1.1 


PREFFR 
WITHOUT 
[ 2. 


ROW 
•TOTAL 


9 

60.0 
64.3 
33.3 


6 

49.0 
[ 46.2 ] 
[ 22.2 ] 


15 
55.6 


5.- ] 
41.7 
35.7 
18.5 


I 7 ] 
58.3 
53.8 
25.9 


' 12 
44.4 


14 
51.9 


13 
48.1 


27 
100.0 




Nu w ber of H issing Ob se rvations * 3 



) 



r 
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To a-. slight' degree, students : who preferred to be>1n leaderless groups 
ildered this class to be a little* moVe demanding than other courses. 



able 23. Comparison of relative time spent on this class (question 30) 
with preference 1n group leadership (question 24). 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL- PCT 



OUE530 



t8V PCT 



MUCHMORE TIME 
SOMEWHAT MORE. . 



• 3. 

ABOUT THE SAME. 



SOMEWHAT 4_ESS # 



COLUMN-, 
TOTAL 



QyES2A^ 




I PREFER A 
1 LEAfrEP 
I 1. 


PRFFFK 
W I TROUT 
2. 


I 0 
I 0.0 

< °o$ 


w~ • 2 
100„0 
[fc 15. A, 
4 7.* 


!) *i i 

1 37.5 
I " 21. A- 
I 1 1.. 1 


5 

62,5 • 

J* 1 '' 


I . 9 
I 60,0 
I ^6A.3_ 
I 33. 3j^ 

i" 2£J 
L/lOD.Ofll 
I '14.31* 

1A* • 
>1.9 


AO.O 
A6.2 
22.2 

f 0.0 
■ ,0.0 
0.0 

A8.1 



ROW 



* 2 
7. A 



8- 

29.6 



15 
55.6' 



— 7. A > 



27 
100.0 




Significance = 0.1668 *• 

Jiuaber of Missing' Observations te 3. 

4 



v - 



ERIC 



I 
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Students who expected" A T s and B's Were more likely to prefer small 
discussion groups as a way of learning than C students were*. All of the 
students who wished for fewer small- group discussions were B or'C students. 

% 

Table 24. Comparison of ranking of small group discussions (question 16) 
4 with expected grade (question 32). 



OUES16 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



. 1. 



3. 



4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



r 

i. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



QUE532 




* 

% 




A 

1. 


• * * 

D 

I * 2. 


C 

I 3. 


ROW 

I U 1 AL 


1 

20.0 
20.0- 
3.7 


4 

80.0 
14.8. 


0 

0.0 
0.0 


5 

' 18,5 

• 


0 

0.0 
0.0 


3- 

100.0 

1 f • O 

11.1 


0 

0.0 

A A 

0.0 

o.o 


* 3 
11 . 1 


1 

25.0 
?0.0 
3.7 


I 2 
50.0 
1 1 i.8 
7.4 


1 

25.0 
, 20.0 
3.7 . 


4 

-14.8 


2 

100.0 

HU»v 


0 1 
0.0 

A A 

v . 0 

0.0 


0 

0.0 
O.O 
0.0 


2 

7.4 


"I. 
25.04 

c\J • U 


' 2' 
I 50.0 
T 11.8 


1 

25.0 
20.0 
3.7 


4 

14.-8 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


5o;o 

5.9 

3.7. 


1 

50'. 0 
1 20.01 

j 3,7 L 


• 2 
7.4 


0 

S).0 

o.o 

•0.0 


2 

66.7 
11.8 ' 
7.4 


>i| : 

33.3 

• 20. g 

3.1 


3 

11. 1 


0 

0.0 
JD.O . 
0.0. 


2. ] 
< 66<7 | 
11.8* 
7.4 


* 20. • 


3 

H.l 

4 
K 


. 0 I 
0.0 . 

d.o • i 

0.0 I 


1 

100.0 

5.9 *; 

. 3.7 .1 


f 0 * 
.0.0 ' 


A 

, 3 4 -? 


----- 

18,5 ■ 


' ■ 17 - ' ! 
63.0 . 


5 

18.5 


* 27 
100.0 



Significance - 0.4376 ; 

Number of Missing Observations * 3 
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Table. 25. Comparison of desire for more or fewer small group discussions 
.* tquestlon 26) with expected grade (question 32). 



COUNT 
, T?OW PCT 

QUES26 1 I2I-K:. 


QUES32 
A 

I, 


B 

I 2 ' 


C 


MUCH MORE l ' 

t 


I 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


100.0 
5.9 
I 3.7 


0 

0.0 

0.0 ,1 


SOMEWHAT MORE 2 " 


I 1 

14.3 
20.0 
[ 3.7 


5 

71.4^ 
29.4 
I 18.5 


r \ 

14.3 I 
I 3.7 J 


3 • 

NO • CHANGE 


[ ' 4 
30.8 
80.0 
14.8 


1 m i 


- 

• 23.1 
60.0 
[ 11.1 I 


LESS OFTEN** . 

t mm 


0 

0.0 

0.0^ ; 
0.0 ] 


18.5 


0 

o.o : 

0.0 
0.0 I 


MOT AT ALL *' 

I 


0 I 

' o.o- 

0.0 
0.0 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 I 


,100.0 
20.0 
3.7, I 


*■ COLUMN _I 
*TOTAL 


. 18.5 


17 
63.0 


. "18^5. 



r • 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1 

3.7 



25.9 



13. 
48.1 

, 5 
18.5 



v 

3.7 



100.0 



Significance ■ 0.2702 

Number of Missing Observations * 3 



0. Miscellaneous Tables 



Interestingly, there seens^ to' be little correlation between grade 

expected and the ambuj^of worlc devotefto the class' (table 26). There 

1 was a tendency for the persons who^ound lectures difficult to spend 
) : 
more .time on the class each week (table 27). The persons who Said that 

this class took more time than other CSCB classes did not seem to report 

unusually long hours on the class. The '16 persons who considered the 

W - - 

demands of £he course comparable to those of other doursejfwere aboujt 
evenly divided among the various^ two-to-eight hour categories (table 28). 

• - \ - - ■ . 

Table 26. - Comparison of hours.-spent on this class (question 31) with 
expected grade (question: 32). 



v 



0UES31 
2 TO k 



*A 6 TO 8' HOUR* 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
>COL PCT. 
'TOT ,PCT 



GUES32 



*2. 

HOURS 



4 TO 6 HOURS" 



4. 



OVER 8 



T^OURS 



5*» 



14 



1 

12.5 *# 
20. D 
3.8 



3 

21.3 

.60*0 
"11.5 



1 

16.7 
20.0 
3.8 

0 

0.0 
0.0 
O.Q 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



19.1 



?. 



6> 

75'. a 

5 

45.5 
31.2 
19.2 



8,3 J ^ 

n.2 * 

• \19.2 



0 

O.G 
0.0 
0.0 



' 16 
61.5 



12.5 
? 20.0 
• 3.8 



„ ' ROW . 
* - TOTAL 
. M 

8 

' 30.8 



, 3 
27.3 
60. Q, 
11.5* 



0 

0.0 
0.0 

0*0 

loo.o 

20,0 /Jt 
3.8-^ 



5 

19.2 



. 11 
42.3 



Sfe.l 



1 

3.8 



•26 
100.0 



Significance - 0.2647 

Number of Missing Observations 



Table 27. Comparison of hours spent on this class. (quest1< 



..... ,^ . . • — »-i Ion 31) with 

difficulty in understanding lectures (question 27). 



- i 

4 



\ 

h . 

■ QL'SS34^ 



OUE527 



;^S U PCT I MUCH' TOO SOMPVHAT ABOUT 
Qk'&l JDIFFICLT DIFFI<LT RIGHT 
:I PCT If ■ I.I 2.T 3. 



2 TO 4 -rjRS 



2. 



A TO 6 -CURS 



3. 



6 TO" 6 -CURS 



OVER 8 -Tl'RS 



5. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

100.0 
I00-. 0 
3.4 

1 

3.4 



0.0 
0.0 

ok) 



2 

15.4 
>0.0 
6.9 



3 

4^2.9 
60.0 
10.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 



17.2 



;' 6 
*75.0 
31.6 
20.7 



9 . 
69.2 
47.4 
31.0 



TOO EASY ROW 
FOR ME TOTAL 
4, " 



4 

57.1 
21.1 
13. 8 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
^0.0 

19* 
65.5 



. 2 
25.0 
50.0 
6.9 



15.4 
50.5 
6.9 



0 

0/0 

oio 

0.0 



0 

0.-0 
0.0 
.0.-0 



4 

13.8 



8 

27.6 



13 
44.8 



7 

24.1 



1 

3.4 



. -29 
"1*00.0 



Significance * a.0001 

Number of Hissing Observations 




v. 



59. 



Table 28. Comparison of Iwurs spent on th1s t c1ass (question 31) with 
relative tine spent on this class (question 30). » 



QUES31 
2 TO 4 

4 TO 6 

6 TO 8 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 


QUES3.0 

MUCHMORF 
TIME • 
1. 


h 

SOMEWHAT 
* .MORE 
I 2. 


ABOUT 
THE SAME 
1'^ 3. 


SOM|WHAT 
I 4. 


ROW 
TOTAL 

i 


2. 

HOURS 


0 

0.0 
0.0 , 
0.0 


f- 3 i 

37.5 

33.3 
I 10.3 


\ ! 5 
62.5 
31.2 
17.2 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
I 0.0 


* 27.6 


3. 

HOURS 


1 ] 

r n 
3.4 


[ 5 
, 38.9 
55.6 
17.2 


[ 5 
" 38.5 
31.2 
t7»2 


! 5 
15.4 . , 
100.0 
6.9 


13 
44.8 


4. 

HOURS 


f 0 ] 

' 0.0 
0.0 
0.0 , 


[ 1 ' ] 

14.3 - 

11.1 

3.4 


[ 6 ] 

85.7 

37*5 
; 20.7 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
. 0.0 1 


7 

24.1 


5. 

HOURS 


1 1 

100. Q 
50.0 

,. 3^ 1 


0 1 
0.0 

Q80 
6,0 


0 1 
0.0 

' o.t): 


0 - 
0.0 
. 0..0 
0.0 ] 


1 

3.4 


COLUMN 
TOTAL S 


2 

6.9 


9 

31.0 
l» 


16 
55.2 m 


6,. 9 


29 
100.0 



Significance « 0.0190 - V 

Nwber of Missing Observations ■ 1 



Those who chose lecturlng^s; their favorite learning technique spent 
less tine per week on the class than some other students did. That 1s 
also true for students who gave a first or second fclace rank- to seeing ' 
films and slides. Perhaps we may characterise thjs group &i passive 
learners. " » _ 
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Table T 29. Cooparlstfh of ranking of lectures) as a method of learning 
(question 14) irfth hours spent orf this class (question 31). 



COUNT I 



CUE531 



POW PCT 
COL PCT 


12 TO 4 
fwCUPS 
I 2. 


4 TO 6 
HOURS 

I ^ 


6 TO 8 
HOURS 
I 4. 


OVER 8 
HOURS 
I 5. 


ROW 
i TOTAL 


1. 


6 

50.0 
75.0 
20.7 


«> 

41.7 
• 38.5 
I 17.2 


1 

8.3 
14.3 
I 3.4 


ft' 

U 

0.0 
0.0 

r o.o 


I 

T T o 

I 12 
I 41.4 

I 


2. 


I 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


60.0 
23.1 
10.3 


z 

40.0 
28.6 
I 6.9 


fl 

0.0 
I 0.0 

I 0..0 


5 

"17.2 


3. 


I 0 
0.0 

: -> o.o 

0.0 


I 

100.0 
. 7.7 
* 3.4 


o 

JO.O 
0.0 ■ 
I 0.0 


1 - 0 
I 0.0 
0.0 
[ 0.0 


1 

.3.4 


•f * 

i 


i 

3.4 


u 

0.0 ] 

O.t) 

0.0 


0 

o.c 

0.0 
0.0 


■ ••8:8 

r 0.0 ] 


l 

^3.4 


- ' % 5. 

-: 

6. 

) 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


J 

33.3 
7.7 
a • •» 


2 ] 
66.7 ] 
28.6 ] 
o. 9 ] 


0 t 
0.0 ' 
0.0 
0.0 


3 

10.3 


[ 0 I 
0.0 ] 
0.0 
0.0 


2 I 
66.7 
15.4 
6.9 


T i 

33.3 ] 
14.3 " 
3.4 


0 

o.o 
o.o 

0.0 J 


3 

10.3 


7. 


0 I 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


0 I 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


I I 
100.0 
14.3 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 I 


1 

3.4 


9. 

I 


1 

33.3 
12.5 


1 

33.3 
7.7 . 
3.4 


0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


1 

33.3 
100*0 I 
3.4 S | 


3 

10.3 


COLUMN 
TOTAL . 


8 

27.6 , 


13 
44.8 


7 

24.1 


1 

3.4 


29' 
100.0 



Significance - 0.1903 

Number of Missing Observations 
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Table 30. Comparison of, ranking of films and slides (question 19) with 
hours spent on this .class (question 31)." 



0UE519 



ROW I _ . 
COL PCT 



1. 



2. 



3. 



4. 



5. 



7. 



8. 



,QU€331 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



2 TO 4 4 TO 6 
HOURS HOURS 

-I- 2# J 3 « 


6 TO 8 OVFR 8 
HOURS HOURS ' 


I 50.0 
I 25.0 
6.9 


I 50.0 

I ISA 

I 6.9 


1 0 I 0 
T O.o 1 0.0 
0.0 1 0.0 

: ^ 0.0 I VO.O 


I - -2 
40.0 
25.0 
6.9 


2 

40.0 
j 6.9 


I * 20.0 I o.O 
I 1A.3 I 0.0 , 


I '33.3 
I 12.5 
I 3.4 


I ? 
I .66.7 

1 6.9 


I '01 0 

0.0 1 0.0 • 
0.0 • 1 0.0 
0.0 1 0.0 


0.0 
0.0 

T * 0.0 


[ 3.4 1 


3 

60.0 
42.9 
" 10.3 


I 20.0 
I 100.0 


I "16.7 j 
} 3.4 J 


I 4 I 

66.7 I 
[ 30.8 I 

13.8 I 


* 1 « 
16.7 
14.3 

3.4 


I 0 ] 
I 0.0 ] 
I 0.0 ] 


I 0.0 
I , 0.0 
I 0.0 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 


1 

100.0 ] 
14.3 
3.4. ] 


I 0 I 
0.0 1 
0.0 1 


25. Q ;i 
12.5 
, 3.4 


2 

50.0 
15.4 ; 

6.9 I 


25.0 
14.3 
3.4» I 


0 

0.0 

,0.0 


! loj.o j o.o .{ o.o i 

• 3.4 J o.O I - 0.0,, I 


* 0 

0.0 1 

0*0 I 
•0.0 1 


8 13 7 1 T — 1 
27.6 44.8. 24,1 3.4 



Significance ■ 0.5570 

Number of Missing Observations 



ftow 

TOTAL 



4 

•13.8 



5 

17.2 



3 

10.3 



5 

17.2 



6 

20.7 



1 

3.4 



4 

13.8 



■ 1* 
'3.4 



29 
100.0 
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/ Students who expected B.'s' were more, likely to dislike writing papers 
wan either A or C students (table* 31). A and C students were more con- 
slstejit than B students-1n their dislike of tutorials and of modularized 
Instruction' (tables 32 and 33). We have already noted that A and B students 
preferred small discussion groups more than students did who expected C's 
(table 24). 

Table 31. Comparison of ranking of writing papfers (question 18) with 
expected grade (question 32).. \ 



QUES18 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
C©L PCT 
TOT PCT 



3. 



4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



QUE532 
A 




ROW 



' Ul 


2. 


3.1 


TOTAL 


1 

33.3 
20.0 
3.7 


0 

[ 0.0 
0.0 ■ 
0.0 


2 

66.7 
40.0 
7.4 




1 1 
33.3 
20.0> 
3. 7 


- 1 

33.3 
5.9 
3.7 


1 

33.3 
20.0 
^3.7 


3 

11.1 

* » 


1 * 
c ? . yj 
20.0 
3.7 

100.0 
20.0 
3.7 


' 3 
7 s . n 

17.6 
• 11.1 

o.o '•: 

0.0 
0.0 


0 

0.0 
.0.0 

0 ' 
0.0 • 
[ 0.0 - 

o.o '•; 


4 

14.8 
1 

3.7 


0 

0.0 
0.0 ' 
O.Q 


4 

80.0 
23.5 
v 14.8 


l 

20.0 
20.0 
3.7 


5 

18.5 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

CO 


4 

80.0 
23.5 , 
14 . 8 


1 

20.0 
20.0 
3.7 


5 

18.5 


1 

50.0 
.20.0 


1 

. 50.0 
5.9 
3.7 


0 

0.0 
[ 0.0 
0.0 


2 

7.4 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


4 

100.0 
23.5 
14.8 • 


0 

[ 0.0 
O.Q . 
0.0 


-A 
14.8 


5 

18.5 


17 
63.0 


5 

18.5. 


27 
100.0 



Significance » 0.1798 

Number of Missing Observations 



ERIC 



S3 



Table 32. Comparison of ranking of tutorials fquestlon 21) with expected 
.grade (question 32). / 



4 
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COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



, QUE S3 2 
A 



1. 



3. 



4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



"B 



1 1 

1 • 


Z . 


3. 


0 

0.0 
0.0 


1 

1C0.0 
5.9 <- 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

0 .'0 


1 

50.0 
20.0 

3» ' 


L 

50.0 
5.9 

3V 7 


0 

0*0 
0*0 
•0.0 


' 0 i 
0.0 
0.0 
o.v 


2 

100.0 
11.8 
i 7.4 


0 

0.0 
0.0 

0 • 0 " 


0 

0.0" 
0.0 
0. 0 


1 

100.0 
5*9 
3.7 


! ' 0 
0.0 . 
0.0 

0 *U 


0 ] 
0*0 
0.0 
0.0 


3 

100.0 
17.6 
11.1 


k 0 

l o.o 

0.0 
0.0 


1 

33.3 
20.0 
3.7 


1 

33.3 
5.9. 
- 3.7 


1 

33.3 
20.0 
3.7 


2 

25.0 ' 
[ 40.0 
7.4 


17.6 • ] 
11.1 


•3 
37.5 
60.0 
11.1 


' " 1 
14.3 
20.0 . 
3.7 


5 

7i.4 
29.4 
r , 18.5 


1 

14.3 
20.0 
3.7 


. . 5 
18.5 - 


17 i 
. 63. Or 


5 

18.5 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1 

3.7 



1 2 
7.4 



2 

7.4 



1 

3.7 



3 

11.1 



3' 

11.1 



8 

29.6 



27 
100.0 



Significance * 0.7965 * 
Number of Missing Observations 



64 
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Table 33. Comparison of ranking of modularized Instruction (question 22) 
with expected grade (question 32). 



) 
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COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



9. 



OUES32 * 



1. 



1. 



4. 



5. 



6. 



7. 



i 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



0 

. 0.0 
0.0 
' 0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



' 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

50.0 

2o;o 

3.7 



1 

25.0 
20.0 
3.7 



33 «2 
40.0 

7.4 



1 

12.5 
I • £0.0 
I 3.7- 

I 

5 

■ 18.5* 



2. 



3 

75.0 
1T.6 
11.1 



2 

100.O 
11.8 
7.4 




iooYo 

5.9 
3.7 



1 

50.0 
5.9 
3W 



3 

75.0 
17.6 
11.1 



3 

50.0 
17.6 
11.1 



50. g 
23.5 
14.8 I 



17 
63.0 



3.1 
1 

1 I 
25.0 I 
20.0 
3.7 



0 

0.0 
0*0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 

0.0' 

-0.0 



16.7 
20.0 
3.7 



.-3 
37.5 
60.0 
11.1 



5 

18 . 5 



ROW 
TOTAL 



4 

14.8 



2 

7.4 



1 

3.7 



2 

7. A 



4 

14.8 



6 

22.2 



8 

29.6 



, 27 
- 100.0 



Significance » 0.7918 

Number 6f Hissing Observations 



'The four students who said that the lectures were too easy gave a 
much higher ranking to modularized 1nstruction~than did those who found 
the lectures somewhat difficult (table 34). Students who found Streng, 
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Ways of Being Religious, to be a difficult book gave much lower ranking 
to modularized Instruction than did those who found' 1t at "the right level 
or "not challenging enough" (table 35). The results suggest tentatively 
that modularized Instruction appeals to alsmaU' group of able students 
who like to be challenged. 



table 34. Comparison of ranking of modularized instruction (question 22) 
with difficulty 1n understanding lectures. (question 27). 



OUES22 



QUES27 ■ > 

COUNT I 

?R, W E£J JfjyCH tOO -SOMEWHAT ABOUT 
COL PCT IDIFFICLI DIfFICLT RIGHT 
TOT PCT I - • 1.1 2. 



< 



1. 



3.' 



4. 



7. 



8. 



I 
I 
I 
I 

-I 
I 



6. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



1 

25.0 
100.0 
3.3 



0 

0.0 
-OtO 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 

o.u 

0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



3. 



0. 

0.0 

0.0 



1 

100.0 
5.0 
3.3 



TOO EASY ROW 
FOR ME TOTAL 
4. _ 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
"0.0 
0.0 



2 

100.0 
40.0 
6.7 



2 

66.7 
10.0 
' 6.7 



1 

t£K>.0 
5.0 
, 3.3 



0 

0.0 

o'.o 

0.0 



• 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



1 

3.3 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



. 2 
28.6 
40.0 

6.7 



1 

12.5 
20.0 
3.4 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



4 

100.0 
20.0 
13.3 



,5 
71.4 
25.0 
16.7 



5 

16.7 



7 

87.5 

33.0 I 

23.3 I 
,_j 

20 
66.7 




0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 



0 

0..0 
0.0 
0.0 



I 
I 
I 

I- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

19 

I. 



4 

13.3 



4 

13.3 



1 

3.3 



•3 
1(5.0 



1 

3.3 



2 

6.7 



4 

1K3 



7 

23.3 



8 

26.7 



30 
100.0 



Significance * 0.0110 
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Table 35. Comparison of ranking of modularized Instruction, (question 2fc) 
, w1 th d1 f f 1 cul ty 4n reading Streng , Ways of Being Rel 1q1 ous 
(question 29). a 24 



QUES22 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



0UE529 



1. 



3,' 



4. 



5. 



7. 



8. 



MUCH TOO 
DIFFICLT 
I I. 


SOMEWHAT 
DIFFICLT 
I 2. 


ABOUT 
RIGHT 
I ■ 3. 


TOO EASY 
FOR ME 
I ' 4. 


[ 0 
0.0 / 
0.0/ 
0.0. 


I 1 
25.0 
5.6 • 
3.3 


I 2 
50.0 
25.0 
6.7 


1 

25.0 
100.0 

I . 3.3; 


[ 0 
^0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


1 

100.0 
5.6 
I 3.3 


' 0 

: • o.o . 

0.0 
I \0.0 


0 

; o.o • 

1 0.0 • 
I 0.0 


• 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


I 3 
100.0. 
16'. 7 
10.0 


I 0 
0.0 
I 0.0 
I 0.0 , 


.0 

I 0.0 
0.0 
I 0.0 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
. 0.0 


1 0 

a.o 
<T.o 

0.0 


[ 1 

100.0 
12.5 
[ 3.3 


I 0.0 


o ] 
0.0 

0.0 ] 

0.0 


50. J 
5.6 ] 
3.3 


50. j5- ! 
12.5 ] 
3.3 


0,8 

! 0.0 
0.0 


2 

50.0 
66.7 
6.7 • 


2 

50.0 

u;i 

6.7 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


- 0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


1 

14.3 
33.3 

M 


6\ I 
85. 7 > 

33.3 
20.0 


0 

0.0 
Q . 0 
0.0 


0 

-o-.o 

0.0 
0.0' 


o I 
c.o, : 

0.0 

0.0 I 


4 

50.0 
22.2 
13.3 


4 - 
50.0 
•50,0 
13.3 ,1 


0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 ] 



10.0 



60.0 



26.^ 



1 

3.3 



ROW 
TOTAL 



" 4 
13.3 



1 

3.3 



3 

10/0 



1 

3.3 



4 

13.3 



7 

23.3 



8 

26.7 



30 
100.0 



Significance » 0.1614 
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E.< The Original Questionnaire 
A 3 101 * 

tiiUmnOR Qdi^TIONiSfAIRK: Please urita»iu the appropriate number. 
.^^^Apprcodaately how many times have you used the TRI program? 1 

Approxioately how nany times ha#e- you u^ed CAJL'JS? — - 2 

'How many times * $ 

♦ 

The printed instructions for uainr; the computer vers (1) very clear, 

(2) fairly clear, (3) average^ (4) somewhat confusing, or (51 very, 
confusing, 5 

I n general,, the questions and -statements in the CASTE program ware 

(1) very o&sr, (2) fairly clear, (» average, (4) scoft&at confusing 
or (5) very confusing. .6 

Ths questions and stataoenta in SIAGSS vers (1) very clear, 

(2) fairly .clear, (3) average, (4) somewhat confusing, or (5) very 

\ -confusing. 7 

As an aid to learning, Z consider the computer exercises to be 

(1) very helpful, {2f<f airly helpful, (3) not too helpful, or 

(4) net helpful at all. 8 

fha THY pro gran was (1) helpful to oe in becoming core familiar with** 
the computer, (2) fun, but not particularly helpful, or (3) a waste 
of tine. , • 9 

Before I did the CASTJ5 program, I thought that I (1) did, (2) did . not 
understand the caste system fairly veil. 10. 

A fter doing the CASTS program, I think I understand the caste system 

(1) less than I did before, (2) about as veil as I did ^before, 

(3) a little better than before; or (4) mush better than before. 11 

< 

Before I die the "STACKS program, I thought that I (l)*did, 

(2) did not understand the Hindu "stages of life" fairly well. y 12 

A fter doing STAGES, I think I understand the "stages of life" 
(1) lees than I did before, (2) about as veU as I did before, 

(3) a little better than before, or (4) ouch better than before. 13 

In Che future, if I oouLd chooae among different learning techniques. 
I woyld rank ay choices aa follow: 

(Please rank each item, with 1 as your flrat choice, 2 as your eooond, 
oto., with 9 aa your last choice.) \ 
^^JUjcturea 

^^diecuMion in a.larg* group \ 
^^diecuaeion in a aaall 14 to 8 utudenta) grc 
. ^33^3^ instruction 



__vrit5Rg p 




_: papers 

3eeing films and slides 4 

_assignsd reading 
individual tutorial 

modularised, eelf-paoed instruction^ 22 

• S9 




OtAUUBlQX QIEariOailAm: PieaSe write in the expropriate number^ 

K v small discussion xro£ (l) did, did not have, a aoaior 

* appointed as leader. 

I would hare preferred to be in 'a gjrpup (l) with, (2) without a 
; senior student a^olntod aa loader. 24 

tf you had an appointed leader, please evahiato his/her performance 
as follows: 0) very helped.', (2) soaewhat halpful, (3) made no 
/ "difference to the success of the group, (4) somewhat a h4n£rarce, * v 
* w or (5) a considarablo liir^rance to the group* {6} X had no leader. 

• # ^ - 25 

^ / I wish that we ha4 uaeu the small group discussions (1) iauch more 
A yttan ve did, (2} ~3oiaawhat racro, (3; about as often as ve did, 

* (4) less than we did, or not at all:. . £6 

«*• 

* I n jafieral, the loctares in class have been (1) ouch too difficult, 
(2)#soi?evtoat difficult, (3) at about the ri^itN^pval for me, 

not challenging enough for me, or <5) far too easy.. * 27 

The xnsodi^N^ignsents in .Smith, The Religions of Man, have been * 
(1) much too oiK#eult.,.(2) somewhat difficult, (3) at about the , 
riglxt levelj for fl^ (4; not challenging enough for me, or (5) far 
too easy. * * * " 28 

T he reading asaijments in Sfcre'ng, Wgys of Being Religious, have 
been (1) ouch too difficult, (2) somewhat difficult, (3) at abbut 
the, rigfrt level for do, (4) not challenging enough for me, or. 
(5) fer too easy. * * 29 

\ Compared to other courses I have taken at CSCB. this course taktfa 
(1) nuoh more time, (2) somewhat raorfc t&e, (3) about the* same 
. amount of time, (4) somevtoat lasb time, or (5) much less tiae. 30 

On the average, preparation and studying* and writing for thie class 
ta&s afiout (1) 0 to 2 hours per week, h . , H 

(2) 2 to 4 hours per week, *^BP 
4 $0 6 hours per week, \ , 0 , r 

6 to 8 hours per week, or \ . 

io^ps than 8 hours pte week.* * 31 



■I 



.1 expect to receive the following ^rgdfe ia.thj& class: 



1).A 



C (or GR) 



(or K» - * , • 32 



* F. List of Tables 

. Table % 
Humber • Cross tabulates . 



t. . 


Questions 


4 and 8 


2°. 


m * ^ Questions 


17 and 4 

*/ BMIVI "T-- 


-3. 


Onpc -H fine 
yuo v i wild 


in mH 11 


4. 


Questions 


12 and 13 


5. 


Questions 


30 and 10 

«V Wf 1 VI lv 


6. 


Questions 

w V ■ Vllw 


30 *rid 12 


. 7. . 


Ouestl ons 


31 and 10 


8. 


Questions 

W 1 V 1 1 «# 


31 and 12 

W* U 1 1 Vl 


9, 


N Questions 

^(Uww V 1 Vllw 


11 and 8 

4A tit II VI V 


' io. 


Ouestl ons 


13 and 8 

A W VI 1 1 VI V# 


11. 


T Does Hons 


21 fnd 11 


*12. 


Questions 


21 and 13 

1 1 VI 


13. 


Questions 


17 and 8 


. M. * 


Questions 


17 and 20 


15. 


J " 

Questions 


17 and' 28 v 


16. 


Questions 


17 and '29 


17. s 


•Questions 


20 and 8 

fcW V» 1 1 VI V/ 


18. 


Questions 


14 and 24 

• I 1A 1 1 VI fcT^ 


19. 


Questions 

WUVw V ■ Wl ■ w 


20 and 25 

faw VI 1 1 VI 


20. 


Questions 

W 44 V* w VI Vllw 


20 and 26 


21. 


Questions 


22 and 2fi 

VI 1 1 VI LU 


22. 


* Questions 

^Uv« v ■ VM l w 


23 and 24 

few VMIVI t*T 


23. 


Questions 


30 and 24 


24.. 


Questions 


16 and 3(2 


25. 


Questions 


26 and 32 


26. 


Questions 


31 and 32 


27. 


Questions 


31 and 27 


28, 


Questions 


31 and 30 


29, 


Questions 


14 and 31 


361, 

« 


Questions 


19 and 31 


4> 







\ 
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Table 

Number . Cross tabulates 

31. Qu^tlons 18 and 32 

32. Questions 21 and 32 

33. Questions 22 and 32 
34: Questions 22 and 27 
35. ' . Questions '22^and 29 



/ 



